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FIRST EVENING \Jesus Christ, im whom we trust for redemption. 
It raises the question Is he God? or man? or 
both? or neither? What is he in whom we 
trust ; whois the only “ name given under hea- 
ven among men whereby we must be saved.” 
It raises the question, What is the Holy Ghost? 
upon whose power we rely to renew our hearts, 
MR. LEK’S FIRST SPEECH. to sanctify our spirits, and to comfort and guide 


Mr. Carman, anp RespecTep Avpirors :—|U8 through our earthly pilgrimage, to that rest 
Itis with a profound, and even oppressive sense) that remaineth to the people of God. The ques- 
of responsibility, that I rise to open this discus-| tion is raised, Is this Holy Ghost, God? ora 
sion, between my friend, Rev. Mr. May, and|¢reated being? or somethingelse? What is the 
myself. Thisdeep and moving feeling of my|Holy Ghost? 
heart, does not arise simply from the fact that; It will be seen at glance, that the affirma- 
my friend, in this discussion my opponent, and tives and negatives of the points involved in 

-I, differ in opinion. We all probably differ on the issue, embrace conclusions sufficiently wide 
some questions. It is the lot of mankind to dif-|from each other, to form the basis of distinct 
fer, and always has been. and widely different systems of religion. The 

Nor is if the simple fact that we have agreed| ‘act cannot be disguised—my friend on the other 
to discuss our differences before this intelligent) Side, or myself, must be fundamentally wrong. 
audience, that burdens me with so deep a sense|!f he preaches the true gospel, I do not ; and if 
of responsibility. There is nothing to be feared|! preach the true gospel he does not. If his re- 
from discussion. My ifriend on the other sidejligion is true Christianity, mine must be a sys- 
would not harm me if he could; and you, intel-}*em of idolatry. Andif my religion is true 
ligent and benevolent auditors, would not harm|Christianity, his cannot be, nor can those who 
me, even should 1 be found in error, and defea-|¢mbrace it be saved, unless they are saved by 
ted at the close of the discussion. Ishould still|the power of the truths they reject, to which 
have the pity of all good people, and sustain no|heaven being willing, I will not object. 
loss but the loss of my errors, which less would} It is then a solemn work to discuss these mo- 

bea gain to heaven and earth. mentous questions. After I havespent the prime 

To come to the point; it is the nature of the|of life, and most ofthe strength of my manhood, 
subject we have agreed to discuss, that causesjuntil my head is grey with the frost of more 
my heart to beat slow and solemn, under an op-jthan half a century, in preaching what I have 
pressive weight of responsibility. . honestly believed to be the gospel of the grace 

The great question involves the being of God|God ; and have baptized hundredsinto the same _ 
that made us both; whom we both profess to|faith’; I come here and lay it all down between 

worship and adore. It concerns the mode of|me and my friend on the other side, to be taken 
his existence, and affects the worship we offer to|up and discussed between us as a question yet 
him, It concerns. the character of our Lordlunsettled. 


By consent of the parties, C. T. Longstreet, 
Esq., of Syracuse, was called on to preside. An 
immense audience filled the City Hall—hund- 
reds being unable to getin. The meeting was 
opened with prayer by Rev, Mr. May. 


4 


The question agreed upon to be discussed 
reads thus: 

“There is but one living and true God, ever- 
lasting, of infinite power, wisdom and goodness, 


the maker and preserver of all things, visible: 


and invisible. And in unity of the Godhead 
there are three persons of one substance, power 
and eternity ; the Father, the Son, [the Word] 
and the Holy Ghost,” 

The first part of this article I ta ei is 
admitted by both parties to the discussion. The 
second part, commencing with tthe affirmation 


that “there are three persons in unity of the|” 


Godhead,” is the real question in debate. Of 
this I have the affirmative, and noy friend the 
negative... As Ihave the case to: make: out I 
shall attempt to’ prove 

1, The essential, underived di.inity of our 
Lord Jesus Christ,—the Son. or Word, 

2. The divinity. of the Holy G'host, and his 
personality. 

3. The-unity, of the two with the Father, in 
the Godhead. 

In proof of the Deity, or. underived Divinity 
of Christ, I offer the following arguments. 

I. All the names and titles which God has ap- 
propriated to himself, ure accredited to Christ. 
I will commence with the name, God. 

This.is the first name by which God is known 
in the Scriptures, ‘‘ In the beginning God cre- 
ated the heavens and the earth.” Gen. i. 1. 

With this title. the Deity. is presented to the 
notice of mankind, at the opening-of the.book 
of religious truth, And this expressive and 
emphatic title is most explicity applied to Jesus 
Christ, To prove this I refer you first to a plain 
declaration. of the old. Testament Scriptures 
which is afterwards applied to him by the A pos- 
tle Paul. 

“Thy throne, O God, is for. ever and ever.” 
Psa. xlv..6.. Thisis applied to Christ, Heb. i. 8, 

* Unto the Son he saith, Thy throne O God is 
for ever and eyer,’? 

To avoid the force of this text which is 50 
clearly in point, it is rendered by a different 
translation so as to read—God is thy throne for- 
ever and ever.” But to this verbal criticism, 
there are three serious and fatal objections, 
which compel us to abide by the word of God 
as it is ‘here given in our translation, and alrea- 
dy quoted. 

las There i is no parallel case to give it coun- 
bevy 

2. It makes no sense ; God is not and cannot: 
ap @ throne. 
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3. To make God the throne of a creature 
would be ubsurd and false, if not blasphemous. 

Again. We have a most remarkable declara- 
tion in the old Testament giving the title “Migh- 
ty God to Jesus Christ. 

“For unto-us a-child is born, unto us a Son 
is given ; and the government shall be upon 
his shoulder; add his name shall be called Won- - 
derful, Counsellor, The: mighty God, The ever- 
lasting Father, the Prince of Peace.” Isa. ix. 6 
This clearly refers to Christ because 
1. The context is applied to Christ. 

The first.and second verses of the ninth chap- 
ter of Isaiah read thus: 

“ Nevertheless the dimness shall not be such 
as was in her vexation, when at the first he 
lightly afflicted the land of Zebulun, and the 
land of Naphtali. and afterward did more griev 
ously afflict her the-way of the'sea, beyond Jor- 
dan, in Galilee of the nations. 

“The people that walked in darkness have 
seen a great light: they that dwell in the land of 
the shadow of death, upon them hath the ‘Hight 
shined.”’ 

Compare this with Matthewiv. 12-16, “Now 
when Jesus had heard that John was cast into 
prison, he departed into Galilee. And leaving 
Nazareth he came and dwelt in Capernaum, 
which is upon the’ sez coast in the borders of 
Zabulon and Nephtalim.” 

“That it might be fulfilled which was spoken 
by Esaias the prophet, saying, The land of Zab- 
ulon, and’ the land of Nephtalim; by the’ way 
of the sea, beyond Jordan, Galilee of the Gen- 
tiles; The people which sat’ in’ darkness saw 
great light: and to them which sat in the region 
and shadow of death light is sprung tp.’” 

2. The ‘child thus born is the successor of 
David and to reign forever. 

“ Of the increase of his governmént and peace 
there shall be no end, upon the throne of David, 
and upon his kingdon, to order it, and to estab- 
lish it with judgment ’and with justice, from 
henceforth even forever. The zeal of the Tord 
of hosts will perform this.”” Isaiah ix. 7. * 

It is impossible to apply this passage to any 
other person than to Jesus Christ. For no otli- 
er person was ever spoken of as the everlast- 
ing successor of David, except Jesus Christ.” 
But your attention is invited to a paseage 


| which calls Jesus Christ’ “ Our God.” 


Tt is said in Isaiah xl) 3. wat’ 
“The voice of him’ that crieth in the wildet- 
ness, Prepare ye the ‘way of the Lord, make” 
strhipht in the desert'a highway for “our God.” « 
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Thisis applied té Christ in Matti tit, 3: « Ror 
this is he that was spoken of by the prophet 
Esaias, sayi'tg, the voice of one crying in the| 
wilderness, ] "repate ¥é@ the way oi the Lord, 
make his path, ¥straight.”” Observe; the proph: 
et calls Christ ‘Our God.” Thére can be bu 
one exposition « 0f this. The supreme God must 
be meant. “ This God is our God for ever and 
ever.” Psa. xIviii. 14. 

In the following passage, the speaker declares 
himself tobe God. And the speaker in this 
case was Christ as w ill be made to appear. 

* Look unto me, an d be ye saved, all the ends 
of the earth; forIam God, and there is none 
else. I have sworn by myself, the word is gone 
out of my mouth in righ teousness, and shall not 
return, That unto me eve ry Knee shall bow, and 
every tongue shall swe. Surely, shall one 
say, In the Lord have I righteousness and 
strength: even to him shall men come; and all 
that are incensed against hi m shall be ashamed. 
In the Lord shall all the see d of Israel be justi 
fied, and shall glory.’’ Isa. xl v. 22-25. 

This textis, in fact, the lan guage of Christ, 
and is, in part, spoken of Christ. The ‘argu- 
ments in favor of this are : 

1. The language upon its face concerns Christ. 

The same being who says‘‘I am God and 
there is none else,’’ is thus affirmed of in the 
declaration, ‘In the Lord shall aJl the seed of 
Israel be justified, and shall glory.” 

The text relates to gospel times and gospel 
justification. Hear what Paul says. 

‘*Be it known unto you therefore, men and 
brethren. that through this man is preached un- 
to you the forgiveness of sins: And by him, all 
that believe are justified from all things, from 
which ye could not be justified by the law of 
Moses.” Acts. xiii. 38, 39. 

2. This text is clearly applied to Christ by the 
Apostle. 

“But why dost thou judge thy brother? or 

. why dost thou set at nought thy brother? we 
shall all stand before the judgment seat of Christ, 
For it is written, As I live, saith the Lord, every 
knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall 
confess to God. So then every one of us shall 
give account of himself to God.” Rom. xiv. 
10-12. at 

Here the Apostle solemnly admonishes us, 
that we shall all stand before the judgment seat 

of Christ. To prove it he quotes the declara- 
tion of Isaiah, 45: 23. “Every knee shall 
bow to me and every tongue confess to God.” 





This is followed by the Apostle,s saying, “ So 
then every one shall give an account of himself 
to God.” Thus clearly affirming that ‘the 
Lord” spoken of by Isaiah is no other than 
“ Christ,” and that Christ is “ God.” 

I now ask you attention tothe following 
passage, 

“In the beginning was the Werd, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God.” 
John i. 1. 

The only real ground of dispute in regard to 
this text is this; is Jesus Christ the person here 
called the Word? This point shall be made 
plain. 

1. It was to this same Word that John gave 
testimony. : 

“In him was life; and the life was the light 
ofmen. And the light shineth in darkness 3 and 
the darkness comprehended it not. There was 
aman sent from God whose name was John. 
The same came fora witness, to bear witness 
of the Light. that all men through him might 
believe. He was not that Light, but was sent 
to bear witness of that Light.” 

2. Thissame Word was made flesh; that is 
became incarnate. “ And the Word was made 
flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his 
giory, the glory as of the only-begotten of the 
Father,) full of grace and truth. Jobn bare 
witness of him, and cried, saying, This was he 
of whom I spake, He that cometh” after me is 
preferred hefore me: for he was before me.” 

3 Christ is named as the Word which was 
God. “ And of his fulness have all we received, 
and grace for grace. For the law was given by 
Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus 
Christ.” 

There you have it. The mystery, if any there 
was is all explained now. The Word is Jesus 
Christ ; and as the Word is God, it follows that 
that Jesus Christ is God. . 

I find that my time is out, and TI rest the ar- _ 
gument here so far asit relates to the title 
“God” as used in reference to Christ. ~ 


MR. MAY'S FIRST SPEECH. 


T have never stood up in thiscommunity, nor 
any where else, and denied the Father, the Son 
and the Holy Spirit. Ihave not come here to- 
night, to deny them. Ibelieve in them almost 
as much as believe in my own existence. [ 
have always preached of them to the churches 
that have listened to my instructions. I have 
christened my own children, and many of the 
children of my best earthly friends, in the name 
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of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit.|clarations in those sacred scriptures, properly 
| d most frequently do I dismiss the congre- understood. — i 4 
ae of conn eeee to which I minister, with} I am here to deny and, if Tam able, to psc 
that benediction, in which are invoked the|tain my denial of a doctrine which Lam tals. 
grace of our Lord Jesus Christ—the love of] persuaded was not introduced into the Christian 
Cod and the communion of the Holy Spirit. | Church until after the 2d century and not es 
In one sense, and that the most important tablished until the 5th century—more than four, 
sense, I believe in the unity, i.e. the perfect hundred years after the death of Christ ; and 
spiritual harmony of the three. I believe that| then introduced by the Platonizing Fathers of 
the Father is the one living and true God, self-| the Church, who by their learning, eloquence 
existent, eternal, of infinite power, wisdom and and zeal, after a long continued struggle be- 
goodness. I believethat his spirit of power, wis-|guiled or overbore the unlearned Christians, 
dom and goodness were manifested inthe Son,| who had been wont to rely wholly upon the 
to whom his spirit was given not by measure| teachings of Christ, his apostles, and their suc- 
---and I believe that it is the same spirit which | cessors. S ; 
is manifested in the Son, that worketh in usall| Ihave come here to deny @ doctrine which 
to will and do, of God’s good pleasure, and that|I am confident the primitive Church, at least 
it would bring us into harmony, unity, at-one-|for the first three centuries did not believe 
ment with the Father and the Son, in accord-|or certainly did not accept as the stand- 
ance with the prayer of Christ--John xvii, 20,|ard of its orthodoxy, until after the 4th century 
23. 4 —a doctrine which the early and most strenu- 
You see then I declare, and those who have|ous defenders of it, allowed was not taught by 
attended my ministry of the word here and|Christ, a doctrine which the Roman Catholic 
elsewhere can testify that I have always, declar-| Church, its chief supporter, rests more upon the 
ed my belief that God was manifest in the flesh, | authority of traditionary lore, than of the words 
i.e. that the character, the’ pure, holy, loving, | of the Bible; and which many theologians, chiet- 
self-sacrificing spirit of the man Jesus of Naz-|ly of the English Episcopal Church, have ac- 
areth was a manifestation of God to men; and|knowledged the insufficiency of the scripture 
that God’s Holy Spirit which was so fully mdan-] evidence to prove. 
ifested in Christ, is ever present, the spirit of} It took at least four hundred years to estab- 
truth, purity, mercy--pleading with the sinfal|lish this great corruption in the Christian 
heart, consoling the sorrowful, nerving and an-|Church. Soon after commenced the dark ages 
imating the soul to dare bravely, and endure| of a thousand years, during which the lamp of 
patiently in the cause of truth and righteous-| learning only flickered here and there in a cloi- 
-ness—the cause of God and humanity. ster ; the Scriptures were almost unknown to 
_My religious belief will probably be more| the people, and the dismal system of theology 
fully disclosed to you in the sequel of this dis-| which had been devised in the great names of 
cussion. It was necessary that I should say| Athanasius and Augustine were substituted for 
thus much, in order that our audience may un-| the Gospel, and enforced by the authority of 
derstand aright the doctrine that is in question|Church and State. Thus fixed and indurated in 
between myself and my friend. the mind of Christendom, the Trinity and _-its 
Tam. not- here to deny the Father, the Son| kindred doctrines have not easily yielded to the 
and the Holy Spirit as they are set before us|truth. The work of reform commenced 325 
in the Bible. Ubelieve in them as Moses and| years ago under Luther—-and it may take much 
the Prophets—Christ and his Apostles present} longer to purify than it did to corrupt the faith 
them to my faith. of the Church, though great progress has been 
But I reject and I have come before you to| made within the last fifty years. 
maintain, on the authority of the Bible, my re-}| I have come not to deny but to maintain what 
jection of a doctrine called the Trinity, and set|the Bible teaches, the unity of God; to deny 
up in most Christian Churches as the greates-|therefore and give my reasons from scripture 
seritial truth of the Gospel--a doctrine that I|for denying the truth of. a doctrine, which — 
am confident is no where, in the old Testament|seems (notwithstanding the disclaimer of its 
or the New stated as it is stated in the creeds|adherents) to require our belief in three Gods 
of the so called orthodox churches ; and which|rather than one ; which in the very statement 
I expect to prove is not supported by any de-|of it implies that the second God of the Trinity 
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is gréater than “the *first’y and, when taken’ in 
connection with the system of doctrines that 
is built upon it, more than implies that the Son 
is more merciful than the Heavenly Father. 

The doctrine which I. deny, and have ‘come 
here to oppose—the doctrine which I suppose 
to be essentially announced in the proposition 
which is the basis of this discussion—the doc- 
trine of the Trinity is more fully and objection- 
ably stated in the Creed of the Great Presby- 
terian Church-—-thus ; 


Confession of Faith Chapter fi. Sect. 3d. 

In unity of the Godhead there be three’ per- 
sons of one substance, power and eternity: 
God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy 
Ghost, The Father is of none, neither begotten 
nor proceeding ; the Son is eternally begotten 
of the Father, the Holy Ghost eternally proceed- 
ing from the Father and the Son. 


Chap. viii, section 2d, The Son of God, the 


second person in the Trinity, being very and 
eternal God, of one substance and equal with 


the Father, did, when the fulness of time was 


come, take upon him man’s nature; and all the 
essential properties and common infirmities 
thereof, yet without sin, being conceived by the 
power of the Holy Ghost, in the womb of the 


Virgin Mary, of her substance, so that two 


whole, perfect, and distinct natures, the God- 
head and the manhood, were inseparably joined 
together in one person, without conversion, 


composition, or confusion ; which person is very 
God and very man, yet one Christ, the only Me- 


diator between God and man. 

The same doctrine is stated somewhat differ- 
ently in the articles of the great Episcopal 
Church of England and these United States. 

In the creed of the church of which my broth- 
er Lee isa distinguished minister, the same doc- 
trine, though somewhat modified, is thus de- 
elared :— 


I. Of Faith in the Holy Trinity. 


There is but one living and true God, ever- 
lasting, of infinite power, wisdom, and good- 
ness ; the maker and preserver of all things, vis- 
ible and invisible: And in unity of this God- 
head there are three persons of one substance, 

ower and eternity ;—the Father, the Son, [the 
ord] and the Holy Ghost. ' 


I. Of the Son of God. 


The only begotten Son of God was conceived 
by the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary, 
suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, 
dead, and buried, to be a sacrifice, not only for 


original guilt, but also for the actual sins of 


men, and to reconcile us to God. 




































~oIPs Of the Holy Ghost: 


The “oly Ghost, proceeding from the Father 
and the Son, is. of ‘one substance, majesty, and 
glory, with the Father and the Son, very and 
eternal God. - 

This is the doctrine, so stated, that I deem a 
monstrous and mischievous error... In speaking 
of it, I have always ‘referred to the formula of 
the Presbyterian or Episcopal Church ; and 
should have preferred in this discussion, to have 
had them for the propositions which I would un- 
dertake to refute. But as the Ist article of my 
brother Lee’s own creed seems to contain the 
essence of the whole error, I have consented 
that that should be the thesis of our debate. I 
propose to show that this doctrine is not taught 
in the Bible. 

In my arguments and illustrations I shall 
make use of and rely, mainly, upon our,com- 
mon English translation, availing myself no far- 
ther than may be absolutely necessary of the 
learning which has been brought to undermine 
this doctrine of the Trinity, by the theologians 
who are skilled in the Greek originals of the 
New Testament, and the Hebrew originals of the 
Old. : 

My friend, Mr. Lee, and myself, are periectly 
agreed in believing that, ‘‘ there is but one liv- 
ing and true God, everlasting, of infinite pow- 
er, wisdom and goodness; the maker and pre- 
server of all things visible and invisible. But 
here we part; he affirms, and I deny, that the 
Bible teaches us that “in this unity of the God- 
head there are three persons, of one substance. 
power and eternity.” 


This, all must allow, is a very marvelous 
doctrine. It sems self-contradictory, and there- 
fore self-evidently false. Those who profess to 
believe it do not attempt to explain it. Neith- 
er do they agree in their manner of stating it. 
Ihave been told by a distinguished orthodox min- 
ister of this very city, that the creeds of the 
Presbyterian and the Episcopal Churches are 
stated in language which has become obsolete. 
“No Trinitarian,’ he said, “can be found who, 
if he were called upon to state his views, would 
state them in the exact language of either of 
those creeds.”? And yet, I am told all persons 
who are admitted to the communion of those 
churches, certainly those who are admitted to 
be ministers, are required to declare their belief 
of this doctrine of the Trinity, as it is proponnd- 
ed in those creeds. 

All believers of it concur in pronouncing this 


doctrine a profound, a sublime mystery. toodeen 
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butes of the Deity, you may not have duly. con- 
sidered. Not only angels, but good men, great 
nen, very distinguished men, were called, in 
he ancient Scriptures, sons of God: Adam 
was said to be the son of God. dndeed, the 
Jewish people were called ‘the sons of the liv- 
to receive upon the authority of divine revela: | ng God, (Hosea, i. 10.) We read that mar was 
tion—upon the teachings of the Bible. | nade in the image of God. 


. Now, then, if this be so, I must demand that} In the New Testament we read (J ohn, i, 12,} 
this doctrine, so important to be believed, yet |‘ that as many es received Him, to them gave 
ao difficult of comprehension, shall be given to|1e power to become the sons of God” Indeed, 
me precisely as I am to believe it, in the very | we are told (Rom. viii. 12, that, “as many as 
words of Christ or his Apostles, or of some one | xre led by the spirit ‘of God, they are the sons of 
or more of the revelators of the New or of the | Sod.” 


Old Testament.’ This, surely,.is a most reason-| But more than this, those to whom the word 
“able demand, for if unassisted, uninspired mind: |5¢ G@oq came—the prophets, princes. judges— 
cannot comprehend this doctrine of the Trinity. | vere called Gods. Moses was called a God to 
they surely may not be trusted to devise thc | Pharaoh. (Exod. vii. 1.) And others of <he 
form of words, in which it should be stated and prophets were called God, with additions to the 
received. But will it be pretended that thi: | aame, which would to us seem applicable only 
doctrine, ag we are required by the orthodox | to the High and Holy One. The High Priest, 
churches to believe it, is proffered to us in the } pefore Samuel, was called “Eli,”’? which meant 
language of Scripture. Surely not. My broth-|.. My God.’ Eliab, meant “God my Father ;”” 
er Lee will not claim that this doctrine--the 1st | gijhn, “ He is my God himself ;” Elijah, “God 
‘article of the creed of his own church—is offer: } the Lord ;”? Elisha, “God that saves. So. also, 
ed to my acceptance in the words of the Bible: | [thie] (Neh. xi. 7,) meant “God with me,” and 
(Lam told it was drawn up’ by himself)--much} | emuel meant “God with them,” just.as much 
less will he claim, that this doctrine of the Pres-|,, Emanuel meant “God with us 3? nay, itis a 
byterian or the Episcopal churches is stated as} oct pertinent fact; one that presses hard upon 
it is found in any part of Soripture. No ; even | those who place much reliance upon such titles 
the words, Trinity, Triuue God, are not any-| 1s 9 proof of the Deity of any man: it is, I say, 


where to be found there ; nor are there such}, mogt pertinent fact, that those remarkable ti- 
phrases within the covers of this book, as God | ij¢g which, in Isa. vii, 14, ix. 6, are generally al- 
the Son, or, God the Holy Ghost. All such towed to have been prophetically applied to Je- 
words and phrases are the devices of uninspired aus of Nazareth, were primarily applied to a 
men—yes, of men who lived centuries ‘after person who, in the 7th chapter, had been fore 
Christ. told as about to be born and to be called Im- 
The doctrine of the Trinity, so far as the Pro-| manuel; and in this 9th chapter was declared 
testant Christians attempt to maintain it, is left|to have been born, and to whom the names E]l- 
to rest upon inferences drawn from ¢ertain ex- gibbor, Abiad, Sar Shalom, were given ; names 
pressions, words, or phrases found in the Bible. meaning the Mighty God, the Everlasting Fath- 
respecting God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit. It}er, the Prince of Peace. Now, whatever may 
isclaimed by Trinitasians, that divine attrib-|be true of the prophetical application of these 
utes are ascribed to each of these persons—nay, | titles to Christ, it is equally true that, primari- 
more, that the names of the Deity are given to ly, they were applied to some one.in that day, 
each, and therefore, that they should be consid-| probably Hezekiah, the son of Ahaz, who be- 
ered one and the same being. came a wise, mighty and peaceful prince ; and 
Now the force of their argumént will be not a{this shows that the bestowment. of even such 
little modified aad weakened, when we consider | high titles does not prove the man, to whom they 
the style of our Sacred Scriptures: the manner} Were given, tobe the Supreme God. It was a 
in which words referring to the Deity are used |peculiarity of the Hebrew style. 
in them. The style of the Bible. you all know,} To show how singularly figurative and bola 
is eminently figurative; but how figurative, |the Hebrews were in the use of some of the ti- 
how bold it is in the use of the names and attri-!tles of the Most High, I need only referyou to 


to be fathomed, too high to be attained to by 
the human mind. A doctrine which the human 
reason could not have invented or discovered of 
itself, and cannot comprehend even after it is re: 
vealed. They declare it to bea doctrine which 
‘ whether we understand it or not, we are bound 
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ah JA ii. 16, where the rophet, says-— 
ae hose day ays shall Judah b be pie a Jeru- 
a em dwe im ee and this is the name where- 
with she shall be called, ‘(Yehovah. Tsidkenu,) 
Jehovah our righteousness,’’ (or; Jehovah is our | 








’ 


bitable evidence from the Scriptures of this part . 
of his doctrine, he will then have ‘the’ ha rdeat 
part ‘of his, task 7 e. to prove. ‘that there “are 
three infinite persons, and yet only one—three 
eternals yet only one---three almighty Gods, 


salvation.) precisely t the same title. that, in the\and yet but one. At least, I think I shall be 


23d chap., 6th verse, the same prophet i is gene- 
rally understood to have applied to Christ, and 
which i is often quoted as an impregnable proof 
text of the absolute Deity of that beloved Son 
of God. 

e@ lam aware of the attempt which the very 
learned Dr. Adam Clarke makes to show a dif- 
ference in the meaning of this same title in the 
one place and in the other. But he has failed 
to accomplish his object, though i in his earnest 
ness he has pronounced our common English 
translation of xxiii. 6, “ignorant and almost 
impious” epithets that we Unitarians should not 
be allowed so to apply to any part of this 
translation, without, being acpused of enmity 
to the Bibla. 

So too in Bzekiel xlviii. 35, Jer nealbas is 
called, (Jehovah Shammah,) the Lord, or Jeho- 
vah is there, Exodus xvii. 15, Moses built an al- 
tar and called it “ Jehovah God my banner,” 
These examples may suffice, though many more 
could be adduced showing the exceedingly bold 
figurative style of the Hebrews. 

’ Now I demand, if in a book, where the titles 
and attributes of God areso freely given to men 
and things, we do find some of these titles. and 
attributes bestowed indirectly or directly, upon 
Jesus.Christ, whether we may thence conclude, 
that he was and'really is the self-existent, and 
eternal Jehovah?. This is the immense----ihe 
stupendous conclusion, which my brother, and 
other Trinitarians draw from so slight a premise. 

Twill go with him if he wishes,and our audi- 
ence will have patience, into the details of this 
kind of proof, but I can forewarn him. he will 
find it too narrow, and too shallow to sustain 
the mighty system of faith that is reared upon 
it and upon arguments like it. 

And then, Sir, if he shall succeed in making 
it appear that there isin the Scriptures of the 
Old Testameat some: evidence of the Deity of 
Christ—I shall insist that to sustain the doctrine 
of bis Church he is bound to bring forward from 
the Old Testament or the New, evidence-of the 
personality and Supreme deity of the Holy 
Spirit ; for without that there can be no trinity ; 
nor then without one [further questioa being 
settled. 

_ For eyen should hesucceed in producing indu 

‘ 9 


~ 


justified in the conclusion of our debate, i in re- 
quiring him to produce me from the Ola Tes- 
tament or the New, a statement of this stupend- 
ous doctrine, in the very formula i in which Ts am 
to receive it, given to mankind by Jesus Christ 
the author and finisher of our faith—--or by ¢ one 
of his accredited apostles----or at least by some 
one or more of the Prophets, showing that this 
amazing doctrine was known. before Christ's 
day, and precluded the necessity of his teaching 
it. 

Surely, Mr. Chairman, if the doctrine of the 
trinity, in the unity of God, was known to Mo- 
ses and the Prophets, and they meant to teach 
it in those passages, which are quoted from their 
writing, may I not ack with profound astonish- 
ment, at least may I not humbly inquire, why 
this doctrine was not more distinctly stated, 80 
that the Jewish people might have had some 
idea of its truth, and not -have fallen as they 
did universally into the belief of the simple, un- 
compounded unity of God- Nay was there not 
all the more need that the religious teachers of 
the Jews should have taught them this doctrine 
if it were true. seeing they had taken so much 
pains to declare and enforce the - doctrine, that 
there is but one God. and to denounce the plur- 
ality of the deities worshipped by the Hea- 
then? Was it not moreover, allimportant that 
they, especially Moses,should have taught the 
true doctrine of the Trinity, so that the children 
of Abraham might not confound it with the 
trinity inthe Godhead worshipped by the Egy pt- 
‘ans, of which they must have learnt something 
during their long sojourn in that house of their 
bondage —or afterwards have confounded it with 
the Trinity, worshipped by some of the nations 
of Asia, 


Mr. Chairman. I believe that.it was against a 
similar..if not the same error, which L oppose, 
that the.great founder of the dewish Theoracy 


was instructed to teach the simple unity of the 


yodbead. That-error, amongst the men of old 
time, sprang from iheir mistaking g unwittingly 
aerhaps, the manifestations.of the divine attrib- 


ites, for the being in whom they all are ecm- 
»ined,- ‘The same error in the Christian Chnrch 


Byatt 


thas arisen I believe from the shame of the cross 


- . 1s : 2% iy f 
—ihe eagerness of his disciples, t¢ megaly tue 


io 


Ageq 


Tinian? BUT ¥ ‘tut? ant at ¥ set ye te 
DISCUSSION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


son, ‘the nature of Christ; and this error is ing. Until therefore, this remarkable de 


main ained amongst us, as you will perceive in tion of St. Paul can be explained away, we must 


the arguments of my brother Lee, by an exag-| claim him as a Unitarian, 


geration of the meaning of epithets justly be- 
stowed upon the dearly beloved son of God, 
who was, what all men were made to hecome— 


tiie ys? w 
MR, LEE’S SECOND SPRECK. soto. 


My plan will be, first to reply to what may have 


perfect in his sphere and measure as God isper-| been said, which I judge needs a reply. And then 


fect in his. 


that were manifested in him—so far did they} 
transcend what had been seen in other men— 
that those who believed in him and loved him 
could searcely find words to express their con- 
ceptions of his exaltation--accustomed as they 
were to such lofty names and titles conferred 
upon far inferior prophets and teachers. But 
nothing is plainer in the narratives we have of 
his life, than that he disclaimed those expres- 
gions of regard, that were due to the Supreme 





So far did the religious wisdom and / fill up the balance of my time with my direct 
holy spirit of Jesus, and the miraculous powers, argument. 


I shall pursue a direct line of argu- 
ment, resuming it at each time precisely at the 
point where I shall have dropped it at the close 
of my preceding speech. _ ” 

But little has been said, by my opponent, in 
reply to the arguments I have advanced. The 
jreason of this is obvious. The speech read “by 
‘Mr. May was written before he had heard my. 
arguments, and of courge it could not contain 
a reply to them. 

He opened his address by telling you that he 


Being ‘alone, when offered by his friends; and|never denied the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
that he repelled the accusation. brought by his|I never supposed that he did. A man who i is at 
enemies, that he made himself equal with God.} all acquainted with the Bible, and would deny 
St. Paul from whose writings my brother Lee} their existence, would bea very strange affair. 
will quote some of thé strongest proofs he can|I have not accused him of denying the Father, 
find in the New-Testament of the deity of Christ:|Son, or Holy Ghost. The question is not wheth- 
St. Paul made some of the plainest and most/er there be a Father, or a Son, or a Holy Ghost. 
emphatic declarations ofan opposite doctrine---| Tt is this: Who is the Son, or what is lie? And, 
and there is one passage—l Cor. viii. 4 5 6,) what isthe Holy Ghost? . Are they both God? 
which I think solves the whole problem between) And do they exist with the Father, in the unity 
us Unitvrians and the Trinitarians. The apestle| of the Godhead? 
there says, “ there is none other God but one,| But he has not told us, what he believes con- 
for though there be that all called Gods wheth-| cerning the Son, and the Holy Ghost. He has 
er in heaven or in earth, (as there be Gods| used language, in the course of his remarks, 
many and Lords many) unto us there is but| that implied that he believes the Son is not God, 
one God, the Father, of whom are all things and/and that the Holy Ghost is not God. But he 
we in him, and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom] does not say what he does believe respecting 
are all things and we by him.”’ Here the Apos-|them. Now, will my opponent in this diseus- 
tle recognizes the fact that other beings besides} sion be so kind as to tell usin what sense he be- 
the one living and-true God, may have been|lieves Jesus Christ to be.the Son of God. And 
called by his names; but then he insists that the; what he understands the Holy Ghost to be. 1 
being whom we aetna from all others, and | trust he will explain this distinctly. 
whom even the Trinitarians distinguish as the Ist! “He has told us that the Doctrine of the Trin- 
person of their Tr inity, that he, the Father, is ity was introduced into the church by the phit- 
the one God. Now if Paul had .said unto us | osophers of the the third century. And that, 
there is but one God Jéhovah,-we might expect | too, after an earnest opposition from the early 
our trinitarian brethren to insist that in Jeho- friends of Christianity, who deemed it a corrup- 
vah there are-threé persons, Father, Son and tion. I think him rather premature in introdu- 
Holy Ghost ; but the apostle says the Father} cing this aspect of the question at this early 
only is God. Now, brother Lee, will not E}stage of the discussion. I shal) hereafter urge 
trust, maintain that in the Father are three per- ‘the history of the early church on presenting 
sons Father, Son and Holy Ghost, for that would! my side of the argument. And when this fea- 
be to maintain that one of the persons of the| ture of the discussion is on hand, he may have 
Trinity, contains the sther two from which. she] in opportunity for the use of all the guns he 
Zs distinguished, moreover such an hypothesia has . got on this subject. 
would deprive the apostle’ 8 word of all mean" Mr. May informe us that a great many texts 
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* , 
have been given up by Trinitarians. But that 
is nothing to the purpose. The questionis not 
what texts have been given up, or what retain- 


. oot 
that the forms of expression now used are dif-., 
ferent. Language has changed somewhat, but . 
the doctrine remains the same. And Iam just , 


ed bj Trinitarians. The question is this simply: 
What does the Bible teach on the subject. 
Strong men on our side of the question may 
have given up the texts referred to, or they may 
not. But what of that? With that I have no- 
thing to do whatever. : 

He says, some of the leading men of the 
Church of England have given up that Scrip- 
ture is insufficient to sustain the doctrine of the 
Trinity, and rely,in part, upon tradition. Well, 
the Church of England may have given up, or 
it may hold many opinions that I have aot 
agreed to, and shall not defend. But that is 
not the question. It is this: Is the doctrine of 
the Trinity taught in the Bible? To this point 
I shall direct my remarks, and to this point at- 
tempt to hold my friead, in this discussion. 


He has introduced to notice and discussed the 
question of three Gods. But his play upon that 
is begging the question. For he does not know 
what my position is touching the points involv- 
ed. He assumes, without proving it, that my 
views require a belief in three Gods. But this 
he does not know and cannot prove. It is bring- 
ing wp a remote point in the discussion at too 
early a period. Ihave not yet introduced but 
one point in the argument, and that relates only 
to the Deity of Jesus Christ, When I shall have 
reached that part of the argument that relates 
to the relation of the Father and the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost, he can grapple the question on 
which he now can say but little fo purpose in 
the absence of any positions defined by me. 


My opponent refers to the form of faith as 
found in the Presbyterian confession of faith, 
as more objectionable than the statement of the 
doctrine of the Trinity in the Wesleyan articles 
of religion. He considers the latter as some- 
what modified when compared with the former. 
But such is not the fact. The doctrine of the 
Trinity is as distinctly and as objectionably set 
forth in the one as in the other. The language 
is modified, but not the doctrine! He refers to 
a distinguished orthodox minister, in this city, 
who said that no Presbyterian would, if called 
on to-day to express bis view of the Trinity,do 
ao in the precise language of the confession of 
faith. “Now, abating the “distinguished,” I 
suppose the reference is to myself. But itis not 
because their views now differ from the state- 
ment of the doctrine as found in the creed, but 


nen 


as willing to maintain the doctrine as the Pres- . 


byterians state it, as to maintain my own form 


of expression. Iam willing to stand by that , 


doctrine, as they state it, here and elsewhere. 


And my friend ought to know enough to distin-, . 
guish between a doctrine and the statement of ,, 
that doctrine. He must learn to distinguish be- 
tween such things, or we shall get into great. m 


confusion of ideas. ° 


Mr. May objects, that the doctrine of the. 
Trinity is not stated in the exact words 


of the Bible. But that is nothing to do with 


the discussion. There are a great many doc- 


trines that men believe, that are not stated in Pe 
All we have to . 
do now isto prove or disprove that the doctrine _ 
of the Trinity is taught by the words of the Bi- — 


the exact words ot the Bible. 


ble. However the Bible may state questions. 


men misunderstand them, be they ever so plain- _ 


ly given. This discussion shows that my oppo- 
nent in this argument,and myself, do not under- 
stand the Bible alike. Itis for the purpose of 


ascertaining who agree on the meaning of the. 


Bibie that creeds are written. Now he and I 
understand the creed alike as to what is design- 
ed to teach, though we differ about the Bible. 
It is not, therefore, of any force as an objection 


to the doctrine of the Trinity, that our state- _ 


ment of it is not made in the very words of the 
Bible. The only point of importance is this: 
Does our statement of the doctrine truly ex- 
press the idea of the Bible, or does it conflict 
with it. Laffirm that it isin accordance with 
the Bible ; and the task of my opponent is to 
show that it is not. 


In the course of his remarks, Mr. May has not 


seen fit to notice the points I made on the appli- 
cation of the name of God to Jesus Christ. He 
has quoted and criticised texts that I have not 
introduced, while texts that I have introduced 
he passes by altogether, 


He remarks in one part of his speech that the 
language is figurative, highly so and not to be 
relied on. Indeed he affirms therefore that, it 
does not prove Christ to be God, however plain- 
ly he is so called by the Scriptures. It would 
not be difficult by this mode of argumentation 
so prove God out of the Bible altogether. 

Mr. May says that it was common for good 
men to be called ‘Sons of God.” Adam he 
says was the Son of God. The Jewish people 


12. 
fi 


“3 were the “ Son’s of the Living God.” Now 

emark that the language of the Bible is 
ye nigarave” and therefore unreliable ifadhered 
to, ‘will compel him to the conclusion that Jesus 
is @ more man, and in no sense distinguished 
from any other of the Son’s of God. Jesus 
_ Christ i isin no wise above the rest. On this 
* ground he is notin an extrasense at all the Son 
of God. Again dol call upon my opponent in 
this argument to define himself clearly as to the 
sense in which he regards Jesus Christ to be the 
Son of God. 

The attempt to dispose of the prophecy of 
Isaiah vii. 14; ix. 6, is certainly incuflicient to 
meet the points I made. He denies that it isa 
prophecy of Christ.” He affirms that it isa 
prophecy of somebody else. But of what or to 
wom it relates he does not affirm nor argue. It 
« probably” means Hezekiah, he says. But be- 
yond this feeble conjecture nothing is attempted. 

He has told us that Jerusalem is called “ The 
Lord (Jehovah) our righteousness,”’ and thenec 
argued that Jehovah being applied to Christ 
doesnot prove him Divine. I have not yet 
quoted such 2 text. It is not therefore in the dis- 
cussion. ‘When he has replied to, or even noticed 
all my former texts it will be time eae to 
add new ones to the list. 


He asks why not state ‘the doctrine explicitly 
in the Isnguage of scripture. Now although 
he fails to see it plainly stated there, I do see 
it. ‘And J think I shall prove it is planly stated 
therein. We disagree, but I hope to succeed in 
establishing my positions in opposition to his, 

His text from Paul, which speaks of ‘none 
other God but one,” Ihave on my notes and 
it shall be considered hereafter. . 


Now he has said that the name of God is ap- 
plied to creatures and therefore not a proof that 
Christ is truly God. It is admitted that such 
accommodated uses are made of. the ‘name 
“God.” But the connection in every such case 
explains that it is used in a qualified sense. But 
there are passages in which the name “ God” is 
applied to Christ without any qualification, and 
in’ such an emphatic manner as to demonstrate 
that he is in an absolute and unqualified sense 
the true God. For instance in Rom. ix. 5, it is 
said of Christ, “Who is over all, God blessed 
forever.”” Tf over all surely he is God... Will 
my opponent tell us in the face of this text, that 
Christ is only one of “ God’s many ?”? 


Compare this expressive and unqualified lan- 


guage Tospecting Jesus Christ, with the careful- work shall be. 













have said, Ye are gods ; ; and all of. you 





Reg Oe or THE ne OF THE TRINITY, | 


ly guarded expression in the following tex ¥" ‘ 
plied t & 
where the name of God is appli ed. 0 men, “I 


a 
children of the Most High: But ye shall. te 
like men, and fall like one of the princes.” 

Pe: Ixxxii. 6,7. : rl 

These who are called “ Goa’e” shall die like . 
men and fall like one of the princes. But J esus_ 
Christ is God over all, blessed for ever. Amen. ~ 
You see here the distinction. It is plain ‘and 
forcible. I ask now will that text do as oleae : 
proof that Christ is truly God. of 

“ Whose are the fathers, and of whom, as con- — 
cerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, 
God blessed for ever.” Amen. Rom. ix. 5, 

This text is conclusive. 

if any thing can be more emphatic ‘on this 
point it is found in the following Paseeed: 

“And we know that the Son of God is come, 
and hath given us an understanding, that we 
‘may know him thas is true: and we are in him 
that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ. Thig 
is the true God, and eternal life’? John v. 20/0" 

Tnow ask your particular attention to the 
following argument drawn ‘from thes book of © 
Revelatioas. + - 

“And he that sat upon the atone said, — 
hold, I make all things new. And he said unto © 
me, Write ; for these words are true and faith 
ful. Andhe said unto me, It is done. I am 
ay and Omega, the beginning and the end. 

I will give unto him that isathirst, of the foun- 
tain of the water of life freeiy. He that over- 
cometh shall inherit all things; and I will be 
his God, and he shall be my son.” Rom. xxii 5” 

7 8. ; 

Now who is it that gives the water of life  — 
freely? I mantain that it relates to Jesus: 
Christ. The person in this text, is he who gives. 
the water of life freely. But Christ gives the 
.waier of life. See Christ standing in the temp- 
ple and crying, while they poured the water 
round the altar, “If any man thirst, let him. - 
come unto me and drink.” John vii. 272. 
Again it is said Rev. vii. 17, ‘The Lamb that 
sitteth in the midst of the throne shall feed them - 
and lead them to the fountain of living water.) 

That Christ is the subject of this text will ap- 
pear further by comparing it with others of-- 
which there cin be no doubt. 

It is the “ Alpha and Omega.” 

Christ is the Alpha and Omega; 

“ And beheld, I come quickly ; and my dannii 
is with me, to give every man according. as his... 
I am Alpha and Omega, the». 


ae 
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Sagze Hd and ‘the end, the first and the last.’” 

- Rom. xxii, 12 13. 
ere Alpha. and Omega isthe person who was 

, to come quickly with bis reward,to give to 

“ey ery man as his work should be. 

But it was Jesus Christ that was to come 
~ quickly. 

_ “T Jesus have sent mine angel to testify these 

things.” Verse 16. 

“For I testify unto everyman that heareth 
_ the words of the prophecy of this book.” “Verse 
“8. 

“He which testifieth these things saith surely 
" Leome quickly. Amen. Eyenso come Lord 

Jesus.”” Verse 20. 
The argument stands thus :—Christ is he that 
‘was to come quickly. He that was to cone 
quickly was the Alpha and Omega. ' 
The Alpha and Omega is the person speaking 
and spoken of in the first text. 
_. * And he that sat upon the throne said, Be- 
_hold, I make all things new. And he said unto 
_me, Write ; for these words are true and faith- 

fol. And he said unto me, It is done. I am 

Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end. 

I will give unto him that is athirst, of the foun- 

tain of the water of life freely. He that over- 

cometh shall inherit all things; and I will be 

his God, and he shall be my son.”’ Rom. xxi. 5, 

6, 7. 

i will now go back to Chapter 1. 

“ Behold, he cometh with clouds ; and every 
eye shall see him, and they adso which pierced 
him: and all kindreds of the earth shall wail 
because of him. Evenso, Amen. I am Alpha 
and Omega, the beginning and the ending, 

_saith the Lord, which is, and which was, and 

which is to come, the Almighty.” Rey. i. 7, 8. 

This is entirely conclusive, if it can be shown 

_ to be the words of Christ. 

It has been shown in the preceding argu- 
ment, that Christ is the Alpha and Omega. 

_,.The context here confirms this position, as 
_ follows. 

_. “ IT was in the Spirit on the Lord’s day and, 
‘ heard behind me a great voice, as of a trumpet, 
_ Saying, Iam Alpha and Omega, the first and 
ithe last: and, what thou seest, write in a book, 

. and send it unto the seven churches which are 
, _in Asia ; unto Ephesus, and unto Smyrna, and 

“unto Pe tonsioe and unto Thyatira,and unto 
_ Sardis, and Philadelphia, and unto Laodicea. 
And I turned to see the voice that spake with 

And being. turned, I saw seven golden 
eandlesticks ; And in the midst of the seven 


sf 
“tg 


candlesticks one like unto the Son of “man, 
clothed with a garment down to the foot, “and 
girt about the paps with a golden girdle, His 
head and Ais hairs were white like wool, as 


white as snow ; and his eyes were asa flame of 


fire ; And his feet like unto fine brass, as if they 
burned in a furnace ; and his voice as the sound 
of many waters. And he had in bis right hand 
seven stars ; and out of his mouth went a sharp 
two-edged Bitondt and his countenance was as 
the sun shineth in his strength. And when I 
saw him, I fell at his feet ag dead. And he laid 
his right hand upon me, saying unto me, Fear 
not; Tam the first and the last: Iam he that 
liteth, and was dead ; and, behold,f am alive 
for evermore, Amen ; and have the keys of hell 
and death.” Rev. i. 10, 11, 12, 13,14, 15,16, 
17, 18. 

This is Christ without a doubt. “Tamche 
that liveth, and was dead.” Verse 18, 

Heis “the Alpha, and the Omega.’’ 
11. 

“The first and the last,” 
verse 17. 

It has now been made'clear that Christ isthe 
person, who declares himself to be the “ Alpha 
and Omega,” the first and the last. The full 
force of the name God, therefore is applied to 
Christ, in Chapter xxi. 6, 7. 

MR. MAY’S SECOND SPEECH. 


Mr. Chairman. In the course of the remarks 
of my brother Lee in his last speech he gave us 
a reason for the making of creeds. 1 will first 
look at that reason. It was this. Creeds ‘ex- 
press more distinctly than the Bible does ‘the 
truths of religion which it is necessary to be- 
lieve. Now, Sir, this is to assume that the 
makers of creeds are better teachers of religion 
than Jesus Christ and his Apostles were. And 
if this be true, then does it put creeds in the 
place of those truths which our blessed Saviour 
declared were the foundation of his church. 
The which if a man have and doeth them Jesus 
said, “I will liken him unto a wise man who 
built his house upon a rock. And the rain de- 
scended and the floods came and the winds blew 
and beat upon that house and it fell not, for it 
was founded upon a rock.” But is it possible 
for human skill to be thus superior to the divine 
revelation, the words of which are able to make 
us wise unto salvation? I think not. Now if 
it were necessary to have the fandamental 
truths of religion expressed in the language 
of the Presbyterian confession of faith or of the 
‘Articles of the English church, why has not the 


Verse 


Jb. Wt isvepeated, 


it 


_, author and finisher of our faith himself so stated 
them? I pause for a reply, 
Iti is my honest conviction often times repeat- 
“ed that Jesus Christ is the best teacher of his 
4, * own religion. And his words are amply suffi- 
‘cient. They are just suited to the wants of the 
; -world. For the wisest purpose they are so left 
; - fall of instruction as to be adapted to the high- 
_ est capacity and tax to the utmost the greatest 
_ intellect, while it affords the simplest mind 
_ abundant nourishment. “ Herein” says one of 
the same scriptures “ are shallows where a lamb 
may sip and greater depths where an elephant 
. may quafi.”’ 


But Lask cana child, accept the statenient 
of these labored propositions of religious faith 
and comprehend them? Nosir. Andit is hbe- 
cause I would save the young and the enquir- 
ing after truth from becoming eniangled with 
this yoke of bondage that I protest against min- 
»isters assuming to gather up these speculative 
statements and incomprehensible propositions, 
and demanding our consent or professed belief 
of the same, or refuse to allow any man claim to 
»be a Christian. The office of the minister is not 
, to dictate forms of belief, but to entreat, to 
fpersuade, aye, even to. compel men to come to 
othe feet. of Jesusand learn of him. Notto learn 
what he may have taught brother Lee or myself 
_ Sir, or any one else, but to learn’? what Christ 
_may teach himeelf. 


_. Now to assume that he will not teach others, 
, but they must take their faith from our words, is 
to make a fearful assumption. We Unitarians 
sir are notso presuming. . We only presume to 
teach those who come to us what is the faith of 
_ Jesus, as it was tanght by Jesus, in the words of 
_Jesus himself and his apostles. 

My brother says he wishes me to'say explicit- 
ily in what sense I believed Jesus Christ to be 
ithe Son of God. Iwill do it. sir... Whosoever 
are led by the Spirit of God, they are the Sons 
eof God. To Jesus Christ was given the Spirit 
«mot by measure, and therefore he is the dearly 

beloved Son of God. And if we receive him as 
our instructor, guide and pattern, he will give 
‘us power to become the Sons of God. Are 
not we called the Sons of God and even joint 
heirs ‘with Jesus Christ—yes sir, even joint 
‘heirs with Jesus? Let not my brother charge 
‘me with attempting to bring Christ down to us, 
‘Itis not so. We may beaspiring ; but our am- 
“bition is to be more and more like Christ.” And 
vin the diligent use of the means of grace'to be- 
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come nearer acs to Christ. That is my oe 
heresy. 

My brother says that I in my expositions | of 
scripture will make him a mere creature, and i in 
no way above Paul. Well he himself calls 
Christ the “ first born of every creature.” And 
he is doubtless created by God, just as much as 
you and I are creatures of God. 

With these few remarks I shall now give at-- 
tention to some of the texts he has quoted. The 
first,to be noticed are Isaiah vii. 14—ix. 6. 

In these passages the prophet does not’ say 
that the child shall be Immanuel, “God with us” 
or that he shall be the wonderful, Counsellor, 
the mighty God, the Everlasting Father—but 
that he shall be called by these names—names 
certainly not any more significant of deity 
than many names that were given to several of 
the distinguished Priests, Prophets, Judges, 
princes of Israel—one of whom was called “My 
God”—another “My God Jehovah”—another 
“‘ My God himself’--not to mention many others 
of like kinds. The bestowment of these titles 
upon Jesus, therefore, at most only puts’ him 
into the category of those whom St. Paul alludes 
to 1 Cor. viii. 6, “the many in Heaven 
and on earth who are called Gods,” but out 3 are 
not the one living and true God. 

Iam willing therefore to let the passages 
stand as they do, and weigh all that they can in 
favor of Bro. Lee’s proposition. For the most 
he can possible prove by them is that Jesus like 
Eli, Elijah, Elihu, and many other priests a 
prophets, was called God. 

I will only add that if these divine titles were 
prophetically applied to Jesus Christ, they were 
primarily applied to some person who was about 
to be born when the first passage was uttered by 
Isaiah, and had been born when te uttered the 
second passage. That the person referred to 
in both cases was Hezekiah is the opinion ‘of 


‘several distinguished orthodox commentators— 


as well as several Unitarian ones—and still more 
is it the opinion of that remarkable man ‘and 
very learned theologian Ram Mohan Roy—the 
Hindoo Rajah who examined the question with- 
out any of the preposessions of a Christian 8e0- 
tary. But the exposition of this would take up 
much time--that can be better spent—for it 
matters very little whether it were Hezekiah, or 
some other person, to whom these mighty names 
were primarily given. soe 
The following is from Proff. Stuart’s Commen- 
taries on the Hebrews, as quoted by John Wil- 


‘son in his “ Concessions of -Trinitarians” —pulb 
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lished 1842. Manchester, England, at Riding e persons in the Godhead- for there is not! an ak 


Court, St. Mary’s Gate. 

“The birth of a child to be called Emmanuel, 
who was to spring from a virgin, is predicted ; 
which birth was to be a proof to Ahaz, that, 
within some three years (comp. v. 14 with 15) 
the land of Judah should be delivered from the 
confederated kings of Israel, and Syria, who 
had invaded it. Originally and literally, this 
seems applicable only to the birth of a child 
within that period of three years; for how could 
the birth of Jesus, which happened seven hun- 
dred and forty-two years afterward, be a sign 
to Ahaz, that within three years his kingdom 
was to be freed from his enemies? 
it would seem, was born at that period, for in 


Such a child | Christ the Son of God.” 


lusion here to the Third Person, the Holy Ghost. 

If he was with God----then he was God only 
in a@ sense compatible with the relation implied 
by the preposition with. 

It is fair, nay it is imperative upon us, to in- 
terpret every part of an author’s book as far as 
possible in accordance with the known purpose, 
and intention for which he wrote if, "7" 

At the close of the 20th Chapter of his Gos- 
pel; in which John had been giving an account 
of Christ’s firstinterviews with his disciples after 
his resurrection, the Apostle says---“ these are 
written that ye might believe that Jesus is the 
And no one of the 
gospel narratives contains so many declarations 


chap. viii.8, 10, he is twice referred to, as if} that Christ is the Son of God, not God himself 


then present or at least then living.’ [This 
prophecy in its “ primary and lower sense”’ is 
similarly explained by Calmet and H. Horne: ir 
his introduction to the study of the Scrip- 
tures.— Ed. of Concessions. 

Grotius says—“ Will he given—-Hezekiah who 
was very unlike his father Ahaz. This passage 
is acknowledged, not only by Christians, but by 
the Chaldean interpreter, to relate in the same 
manner but in a more excellent sense to the 
Messiah.” 

Samuel. White, Fellow of Trinity college, 
about one hundred years ago, wrote a commen- 
tary on Isaiah. He says on this point : 

_ “That is, he (king Hezekiah) shall reign in the 
throne of David’ as the metaphor signifies, and as 
; the prophet more fully explains himselfin the 
‘following verse, which cannot be literally true 
of our Saviour, whose kingdom was not of this 
world, as David’s was; butin asecond and sub- 
lime sense, the expression denotes that form 
which God devolyed on bis Son, of governing 
his spiritual kingdom, the Church..’””—J6. 
, Mr. May then introduced to notice the pascage 
in John i. 11-4, saying :—- 

Probably there is no other passage, in the 

whole New Testament abont the meaning of 
which sO much has been written. Neither Trin- 
‘itarian, nor Unitarian commentators themselves 
are agreeed as to, the signification of Logos 
here translated “the word”—nor of the phrase 

; translated “the beginning.” I do not 
4 expect that I can remove all obscurity from this 
P ssage-——-but I do expect to show that it gives 
Jittle or no support to the doctrine of the su- 


and it is from the pen of this very apostle that 
we have the record of Christ’s most distinct 
denialof divine attributes. Nay, in this very 
Ist chapter 18th verse, we have a statement 
which should go far to explain the meaning ‘of 
the writer in the foregoing verses—he says in 
the 18th verse, “No man hath seen God at any 
time, the only begotten Son, who is in the bosom 
of the Father, he hath declared him.” In ac- 
cordance with the doctrine here, and in so many 
other parts of his gospel declared, I think we 
may and ought to expound these introductory 
sentences now under consideration. 

In the Epistle.of John there are many things 
earnestly written against certain erroneous doe- 
trines then prevailing respecting the person of 
Christ. Iveneaus, who lived in the early part of 
the 24 century, who was a pupil of Polycarp— 
Ireneaus tells usin his work against Heresy, 
that John wrote his gospel for the express pur- 
pose of refuting the false and absurd notions, 
whieh were beginning to spread in the churches 
of Asia Minor respecting the nature of it. 

“Now, the Gnostics maintained that the Su- 
preme God dwelé in the remote heavens, sur- 
rounded by chosen spirits, Aeons, as they called 
them, and gave himself very little concern with 
what took place upon earth ; that the world was 
created by an inferior and an imperfect being, 
who was also the author of the Jewish dispen- 
gation—that Christ, one of the Aeons, was sent 
by the Supreme God to deliver men from the ty- 
ranny of this Creator, and from the yoke ¢ of his 
law ; that there were also various created’ spir- 
its or Aeons, maintaining different Offices, inde- 


reme deity of Jesus Christ-—much less will it}pendently, for the most part, of the Supreme 
“help my ‘brother Lee to prove the proposition Deity, the names of some of which Aeons were 
he is contending for--that there are three equal | Life, Light, and particularly the Logos, w which 
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persons. He than speaks, ‘of. Rr ohn, the B aptist, 
and declares that he was not the ‘ight, oy that 
‘he was sent to bear witness of the light ; thus 
denying the doctrine of the Gnostics, that. an 
Aeon which they called Light was incarnated 
inJohn, In the 12th and 13th verses he announ- 
ces the same grevt truth declared by Paul in 
Rom. viii, 14, that as many as are led by the . 
Spirit of God, they are the sons of God ; and 
then, i in the 14th verse, declares, that the same 
wisdom that had been with God from the begin- 
ning, was signally manifested in the person of 
Jesus Christ, who was full of grace and truth, 
and in whom, John tells us, that he and his fel- 
low disciples, (we) beheld the glory (not of God 
himself,) but the glory of the only begotten 
Son of the Father. Thus bringing the com- 
mencement of his narrative into harmony with 
the close of it, and setting Jesus before his 
readers as the Christ the Son of God. 

Icannot expect that you, sir, or my brother 
Lee, or any who have been accustomed from: 
childhood to read this. introduction to John’s 
gospel as'an explicit statement of the Deity of 
Christ, will at once, or very readily accept the 
exposition I have now given of this very obscure. 
passage, about which theologians—Trinitarian. 
as well as Unitarian—-have differed so much i: 
but it seems to me to be authorized by the inti- 
mations we have of the design of St. John in 
writing his gospel, and to be incumbered with 
fewer and lesser difficulties than the common 
orthodox exposition. 

At any rate, it certainly cannot be fairly 
claimed that the deity of Christ is here announ- 
ced, unless modern readers know better what it 
means than the writer himself, for he declares 
that he beheld in the Word made flesh only the 
glory of the dearly beloved Son of God. 

Heb. i. 8, also was quoted by brother Lee. 
Now I ask you to look at this. passage. It 
speaks of “ thy fellows,” in relation to Christ. 
This certainly expresses the idea of infer iority 
to the Supreme Being. It is further said—— 
“Thou has loved righteousness, and hated ini- 
quity ; therefore God, even thy God, hath | an- 
vinted thee with the oil of gladness above thy 
fellows.” ’ 

Now, unless my brother succeeds wholly in 
his arguments, it cannot be allowed that the 
Supreme Being has any fellow, or equal. com 
panion. If the being spoken to herein be a Goa, 
he isone who hasa God who i is called A: s 


God,’”’ as you see. There is no need oe 
Commentator nor authority to gloss over ¢ 


‘represented the Divine fescon or isdom: p that 
the Aeon Light became incarnate in John, the 
Baptist. All these spiritual existences were re- 
presented as distinct from each other and from 
the Supreme God.” 

Is it not very plain that this introduction to 
John’s gospel was well adapted, as we are told 
‘by Irencaus it was intended to correct these er- 
rors. Letus now look at the passage in the 
light which history throws upon the purpose 
for which it was written. 

No one has denied, and many orthodox Com- 
mentators have allowed that a correct interpre- 
tation of the word “ Logos,’’ would be the Rea- 
gon or the Wisdom of God, although Dr. Adam 
Glarke thinks it would have been better if Lo- 
gos had not been. translated at all, but left io 
stand, Logos, as in the original. 

in the beginning, cannot, as Prof, Stuart and 
many other orthodox Commentators allow, be 
understood to mean from all eternity, because 
eternity had no beginning. Whether the Evan- 
gelist here referred to the beginning of alltime, 
or to the beginning of the gospel dispensation, 
is not very clear. Judging from the frequent 
use this same Apostle has made of this phrase 
in other parts of his writings (ch. xv. 27, xvi. 
4; 1 John, i. 1, ii. 7; 2 John, v. 6; also Luke, 
i. 2) many incline * the Bates 51s that he 
meant the beginning of the gospel, and commen- 
ced his history of the new or spiritual creation 
in a manner similar to Moses’ account of the 
first—the material creation. Whichever may 
have been in his thought, he declares that “In 
the beginning was the Reason or the Wisdom of 
God,” as was declared in Proverbs viii.,. that 
this Wisdom was with God, thatit was God and 
not an Aeon, a distinct being from God; that 
it was God, just as much as God was tard 
which the same Apostle declares in his 1st Epis- 
tle, iv. chap., 8th verse. 

The attributes of Wisdom, Love and Power, 
are so essential to the nature and character of 
the Supreme Jehovah, that either of them’ may 
be put for him, just as we, in our day, may say 
of a gre4t orator—he is eloquence itself ; or of 

_an excellent woman—she is goodness itself 
Allthings were made by this Wisdom of God, 
and not by an inferior being, one of the Aeons, 
as the Gnostics taught. ‘In him,’ referring to 
Wisdom asa person, or as God himself, “ was 
life, and the life was the light of men ;” thus, 
you perceive, absorbing into the one God the 


Wisdom, the life and the light which the Gnos-| 
tics distributed among several Acons, or divine 
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words, or ex plain them. The writer plainly in- 


dicates the ‘inferiority of character. This pas- 
a re is to be. referred to that class of passages 
in} which the name, God, is used in an accommo- 
dated sense, and applied to one who is so called, 
because he acted under Divine appointment as 
a messenger for the carrying out the area and 
gracious purposes of God: 

_My brother quoted the passage that declares 
we shall all stand before the judgment seat of 
Christ. There is no incompatibility herein with 
my views... { believe with all my heart, in the 
unity and harmony of the Son with the Father, 
in the great work of judgment. The Son is the 

great agent’to dispense judgment and to sit in 
jadgment with God. Next only to the avai 
does he stand in the universe. 

_And in closing these remarks, I ask you, Mr. 
Chairman and hearers, I entreat you to reatl, ex- 

“amine, and judge for yourselves. You should 
‘not allow the prejudices of education, nor the 
dictates of the minister, to sway your mind. 
‘Be your own student of religious truths, and act 
independent of all dictation. Go to Jesus. 
Learn of him. He is the best teacher of his re- 
ligion. And be assured that there is no doc- 
trine nor truth, of saving importance, that he 
has omitted to state piainly in his written word. 
And whatever you learn by your own study of 


_the Scriptures will be of incomparably more’ 


value to you, than what you may receive at the 
dictation of others. 


SECOND EVENING—MARCH, i. 
MR. LEE’S FIRST SPEECH. 
In resuming the discussion I propose to reply 


to some things that were offered in the last 


speech of my friend. My friendly opponent has 
failed to meet my previous arguments, and many 
of them he has not examined at all. And cer- 
‘tainly if a public disputant examines some of 
‘the arguments of an opponent—passing over 
_ others entirely, itis fair to conclude that he 
“feels unable to meet the case, unless it was for 
‘want of time. But in this case it was not for 
want of time because foreign matter and new 
‘matter were introduced. 
“And there were some things introduced by 
my opponent of a character altogether at vari- 
‘atice with the subject under discussion, a com- 
_ plete digression from the line of argument. 
“The creed | question was one thing. Why this 
_ Was introduced Iam hardly ableto tell. It was 
“all wide of the remark and had nothing to do 


ee 


"with the question. It was not only wide of the 


1 


mark, but it was a mitareprésentation, of the 
views.of those who believe in creeds. It. was 
such, first by representing that creeds W ere & ‘sub- 
stitute for the Scriptures. Now nothing is more 
unfounded than this statement. In my own 

creed there is one article that expressly specifies 
as essential that we believe in the sufficiency. of 
the Scriptures. It reads thus: 


“The Holy Scriptures contain all things 
necessary to salvation: so that whatsoever is 
not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is 
not to be required of any man, that it should 
be believed as an article of faith, or be thought 
requisite or necessary to salvation. In’ the 
name of the Holy Scriptures, we do understand 
these canonical books of the Old and New Tes- 
tament, of whose authority there is no doubt in 
the Church.” 


And this article must have been known to my 
friend. Now so far from creeds being a substi- 
tute for the Scripture, they require a belief in 
the Scriptures. No man can be admitted to 
membership in a church haying a creed without 
balieving in the inspiration of the Scriptures. 
Those churches that have no creed, peradven- 
ture might receive those who do not believe it.. 

Second. We are represented by our creed as. 
claiming to make better theology than Jesus. 
Christ. Nothing is further from the fact. 

It is not to make better theology, or different 
theology from Christ’s, that creeds are formed.. 
It is to affirm what, in our opinion, Christ’s the- 
ology is. 

Kither my friend or I embrace fundamental 
error. In view of this fact of difference among 
men on what is fundamental, there is necessity 
for writing down distinctly what they deem fan- 
damental truth. Hence the origin of creeds. 
He would not join my church with the creed it 
agrees to as fundamental. Whether I could 
join his church, that has no creed, I do not know 
and probably never shall. 

But there are other reasons for the use of 
written creeds. ‘ef 

Some persons puta false construction upon 
the Scriptures. 

Some have no faith to write. 

Some have a faith they do not like to write 
down. They wish more sea room to manage 
their theological ship. They will not be confin- 
ed to any specified doctrines on fundamental 
principles. 

Indeed, they have no system at all, of pest 
tive truths. Their system is an entire system 
of negations from bottom to top, and from side 
to side, They deny this, and they deny that : 
but affirm no distinctive truths. 
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_3, It represented creeds as the mere dicta-by the surging billows, only anxious to know 


t m of the ministry. . 

‘Now this is an entire mistake. For the con- 
struction of various ecclesiastical bodies is 
such as to prevent the ministry from dictating 
if they would. And any such remarks or insin- 
‘uations are uncalled for, and very much out of 
place and out of taste. 

_ The laymen help make the creed with nine- 
tenths of all Protestant denominations: There 
was'an appeal to the people not to be dictated 
to by the ministry, and it was affirmed that it is 
‘not their business to tell the people what to be- 
lieve. ' 

And besides, my friend is the last man to 

“make such an appeal against ministerial dicta- 
tion. Of all the pastorsin this city, he alone 
‘has been engaged for weeks past in dictating 
what it is proper to believe on the question of 
the Trinity. He has met with the public assem 

“hdlies here for free discussion Sabbath afternoons 
‘and taken active part thercin. He has adver- 
tised through the papers, and called the people 
to come and hear from him what it was right to 
believe. And his sermons are the creed of his 
framing. I repeat it. Of all the ministers 
having a pastoral charge, Mr. May has done 
more on this subject, probably, than any one in 
Syracuse. 


Ii. Another matter which has nothing to do 
with the argument is, his appeal for sympathy 
_on the ground of being regarded as a heretic. 
T have not called hima heretic. I have only 
“treated him asa gentleman anda brother. I 
“brought my views and laid them down at his 
feet to be discussed as unsettled questions. As 
-@ denomination, IT stand as much alone in this 
city as he does. 
' There is but one church of each denomination, 
_,vut T have the smallest church, the less influen- 
~ tial church, the poorest church, and preach my 
As fete for less than half the salary for which he 
preaches his. 

“““Why should he thus appeal to the sympathy 
of the audience? Instead of treating him as a 
heretic, I have held in abeyance my cherished 
sentiments for years. These I have laid at His 
‘feet, and together we have been, thus far, tak- 

‘ing them up as unsettled questions. In this dis- 
‘cussion such an appeal was out of place. I 
have not appealed for sympathy, even when, as 
in-years gone by,my own mother’s children 

" treated me asa heretic for entertaining senti- 
ments I held dear. This T'was and am willing 
to endure ; satisfied to stand as the rock washed, 


that I am sustained by God’s eternal truth. — 

Having passed over the extraneous matter 
that it was deemed proper to ‘introduce to your 
attention, I will now notice what was said 
which in some sense relates to the argument. _ 

Johni.1. His exposition of this text is en- 
tirely fanciful, and however well satisfied the 
audience may have been with the exposition he 
gave, it was'very evident that he was not him- 
self satisfied with it. But I will examine his 
exposition. 

1. He makes the Word te mean Wisdom, one 
of the divine attributes. 

This is absurd upon its face, as will appear by 
reading the entire passage, with his rendering 
incorporated into the text. 

(1.) In the beginning was the attribute of 
of God, Wisdom, and the attribute of God, Wis- 
dom, was with God, and the attribute of God, 
Wisdom, was God. Or, read it thus, changing 
the form of speech, ‘‘In the beginning was the 
Wisdom of God, and the Wisdom of God was 
with God, and the Wisdom of God was God.” 

This is worse sense than he pnt into my 
mouth when he talks of God being with himself. 
With my view of the Triune nature of God this 
is explained by personal distinction in the God- 
head. 

But his difficulty admits of noe explanation, as 
there is no personal distinction between God 
and his attributes. 

(2.) This makes an attribute to have become 
flesh. Verse 14: “And the attribute of God, 
Wisdom, was made flesh.” ua 

“ We beheld his glory.” Thatis, the glory of 
God’s attribute, Wisdom! And _ this, too, is 
said to be as of the only begotten, full of - grace 
and truth! An aftribute full of grace , and 
truth? 

(3.) Christde veloped nomore of the attribute, 
Wisdom, than he did of the attributes of power 
and goodness. 

(4.) Wisdom is not the sense of thé original 
“Logos.” The word usually translated Wis- 
dom, is Sophia. 

“ Logos,” rendered “ Word,” signifies a word, 
speech, language, &c., but is not rendered. ‘Wie 
ee 

2. Mr. May comments upon the word “begin- 
ning.” He says it is not eternity, for that had 
no beginning. J answer to this, beginning ee 
not express eternity, but implies it. All b 
of the beginning must be eternity. Now, i ia 
clearly. stated, that then the 1 word 10 a Was” 
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end of course could not have been created.|tive from El; nor, as a proper name, does it 


«Was with God” i 


«was with God,” should be understood to imply 
a distinct being: something less than God— 
something not God—these words* were added, 
“And the Word was God ;” or, literally render- 
ed, “God was the Word.” Itis all in harmony 

with the doctrine of the Trinity but with noth- 
ing else. 

3. He supposes it to have been written as a 
refutation of the Gnostics—a sect of heretics. 

(1.) The weight of proof is against it. 

It was written too early. 


From A. D, 68 to 97, have been the range of 


dates by the best critics. 

The Gnostics did not, aceording to the best 
authority, attract attention until after the com- 
mencement of the second century. 

(2.) If it be so written, it proves nothing to 
his purpose. It is inspiration and tells the 
truth. 

Mr. May has replied, on the application of the 
name of God to Christ, that it is applied to 
men. 

To this I reply——The. name of God is not ap- 
plied to men, without qualification, as it is to 
Christ. 

In every case in which the Hebrew word Eli, 
or Eloah, or Elohim, is applied to men, it is al- 
ways connected with some qualification, or re- 
mark, or circumstance, which renders it impos- 
sible to mistake or suppose the true God is 
meant. 

The cases which Mr. May has cited, not only 
fail to meet my argument, but absolutely con- 
found his own. 

He has cited six cases, as follows : 

“ Eli, Eliab, Elihu, Elijah, Ethiel, Lemuel.” 

In all these cases he has misrepresented the 
sense of the Hebrew. 

' The true sense is as follows. Five ont of the 
six are derivatives from the Hebrew, El, God, 
and like many more such cases, were given to 
‘men as descriptive of their character, or their 
faith, as follows : 
Bliab, means, ‘to whom God is Father,’’ not, 
“God my Father,’’ as Mr. May says. 
_Elibnu, ‘* Whose God is He?” that is Jehovah 
Not God himself. 
Elijah, or Elias, ‘‘ My Lord is Jehovah,” not 
** God the Lord.” 
Ithiel, “ God with me,” 
Lemuel, “Of God,” that is, “ created.” 


a Eli. This, as a proper name, is not a deriva-'had not made up my mind to before, 


the unity of the Godhead. |mean “My Goa. ” Tt is not spelt as the deriva- 
‘Tt is then said, “ was God.” Lest the expression, | tions are. 


It means “ Ascent,” and was applied 
to Eli as High Priegt. 

The Saviour’s exclamation, Matt. xxvii. 46, 
“Bli »? Mark xv. 34, “Eloi.” Quoted from 
xxii. 1, Psalms. The Hebrew is a different word 
from the name of Eli, the High Priest. ~ ~~~ 

As authority, I refer to Gesenins’ and Roy, 
Hebrew and English Lexicographers. xia 

MR. MAY’S FIRST SPEECH. 

Lam sorry that my brother Lee has brought 
into this discussion such things as have fallen 
from him this evening, in reply tomy remarks 
ona former occasion. But it may be inciden- 
tal to such discussions. I, however, assure ycu 
that I did not suppose I had appealed to your 
sympathies. I had no such intention. Surely 
I was unconscious of having any grievances to 
complain of. If I did tax your feelings by my 
appeals to your sympathy, I am sorry for it 
and beg your pardon. But I know that how- 
ever you may have felt, my own heart did not 
ache under the load. 1 am sorry that all this 
should follow aremark—a mere pleasantry that 
dropped from me incidentally—and that war; 
after presenting my views in the language of 
Scripture, ‘and yet I am called a heretic” 

Now, I beg to assure my friends that so far 
from needing any special sympathy, Iam very 
happy in my present relations. It is true I 
should feel more so if. my brethren the minis- 
ters agreed with me more fully—if they thought 
moreas Ido. I trust I am honest in my views. 
And all that I do ask is that you grant that I 
am honest. 

But I repeat it, I really hope you will par- 
don me for any, even the slightest pain I have 
unintentionally inflicted by my appeals to your 
sympathy. Atany rate, I will take itall back, 
and thus relieve you of any, tax you may have 
felt imposed upon you. 

if brother Lee says, he stands as much alone 
as I Now I want to know of him if he is 
in al apkees treated by the clergy of this city 
and the church, as I am treated? Do they re- 
gard him in the same relation to themselves a8 
they do me? The answer to that question will 
give precisely my meaning in the remark I 
made. I repeat it. I do stand alone here. I 
expected to, when I came here years ago. Ifi 
i] should 
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*‘nothave ¢oine. ‘And yet Tam not alone in the Higious emotions, they enter. the churches, .. Of 
“ease of God. My Heavenly Father is with!ten have I seen koe converts, of only, a; few 
me, and I believe that the ruth of God is with| months old in ‘the church, arrayed i in the, most 


me, But Iam sorry for thése personal allusions. 

I am sure that I do not desire them... It is:far 
better to have none of these flings at-each oth- 
er in our discussion. . 

You willremember what I said aheus creeds. 
“My brother Lee represents meas having intro- 
duced it as an extraneous and out of the way 

/topic. This, however, is a mistake. I had 
made the declaration, that if his statement that 
ereeds were wore easily wnderstood than the 
‘Bible, then I demanded that the doctrine of the 
“ereed be stated in the very words of the Bible. 
Tinsisted, as the right of every Christian, that 
the words expressive of his faith be offered to 
“him for acceptance in the very words of the au- 
‘thor and finisher of our faith. And I insisted, 
“that no man, nor any set of men, should be al- 
‘lowed to draw wp in their words a form of faith 
“in religious matters, for me to accept. Now, 
“you will remember with what might he defend- 
“ed creeds as better than the Bible. 


~ T asked him to furnish me even one text that 
explicitly contained the doctrine of the Trinity. 
But he did not furnish it. And I insisted, and 
“I do insist, that I do not regard, nor ought any 
“Christian to regard the words or teaching of 
“any men who have ever lived, as we should the 
‘teaching of the Lord Jesus Christ, in this mat- 
ter. 
out a creed, then it is clear to my mind that it 
is better to be so, and that no creeds ought to 
be formed by men to finish up the Saviour’s 
work! He has authorized no one to do any 
‘such work. 
My brother Lee said, that although we differ’ 
about the Bible, he and I agreed on the creed, 
‘as to what it meant. But this is not correct, 
I consider his creed teaches that there are three 
“Gods. ‘But he does ‘not so understand it. Is 
~ there any agreement, then, between us? And 
“are ‘we to receive it as any evidence of the su- 
perior excellence of créeds. 
m Indeed they are most difficult of apprehen- 

sion, and many serious disturbances among the. 
ologians have arisen from misunderstanding 
_ about their meaning. And another more seri- 
_ us Objection to them is, that they entangle the 
“anskillfal and unlearned, when, under strong re- 


@ 


If, therefore, Jesus Christ has left us with- 





imposing and solemn manner and. enquired of 
as to their belief in a dozen or more articles, 
any one of which would require sate of in- 


| vestigation fully:to comprehend. «. 


I hope you will remember that my opiival 
was not an appeal against the ministers, but in 
favor of your studying for yoursélves the truths 
you would belicve. And I repeat it. I intend- 
ed no appeal against the ministry. But I do 
say, that so long as they presume to come, with 
their expositions of divine truth, between, the 
minds and hearts of men,-and. God and ‘his 
Christ, so long do they interposea cloud of hu- 
man mysticism before the radiance of ineffable 
light. Ministers should not dictate in matters 
of religion. The Author and Finisher of our 
faith, he alone should be our authorized tench- 
er, and our faith should ‘be based only on what 
he shall teach. And I promise you that, so 'far 
as my ministrations are concerned, whenever I 
shall perceive that any one has so learned of 
Christ as to deny ungodliness and worldly lusts, 
and live soberly, righteously and godly in this 
present world, I will not doubt that he has be- 
come wise unto salvation, and not trouble my- 
self or him with enquiries into his speculative 
opinions upon these matters of doubtful dispu- 
tation. 

What I did say, however, will be fully re-- 
ported, and T hope you will read it for your- 
selves, in justice to me, in justice to the minis- 
try, and in justice to this discussion. 

My brother Lee attempted to refute my ex- 


position of John i. 1-14. Now it is useless to 


go over that exposition again. If, however, he 
denies that the word Logos properly means 
Wisdom, he assumes what some of the ablest 


‘defenders of the orthodox faith have not dared 


to assume. But I cannot go over again, at'this 
time, all I then said. It will also be published, 
and I hope you will read it carefully. ‘T’o trav- 
el over that ground again would sat ig 
ress in our discussion. : 
My friend has attempted to disprove ‘the cor- 
rectness of the translations I gave you ‘of the 
Hebrew names of God, as applied to’ inan. 
They were not my translations, howeve . but 
those of orthodox Trinitarian writers. I did 
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ee that they would be denied by him. |set for the defence of the trath, I am_under. the. 
necessity, of opposing this system of. eITOF, 1D) 

my, own pulpit,and elsewhere, until convinced... 

that Iam mistaken, or satisfied of; the unrea=, 
sonableness of my. course. i} Jones 

I now say, and at the hazard. of. repeating... 
some things before stated, no person. who has. 
not been trained up in the belief of the. Trinity... 
would detect any evidence of it in the Old Tes~, 
tament. ‘The strict unity of God was the fun-.. 
damental doctrine of the religion. promulgated: . 
by Moses and taught .by the. prophets. No,. 
idea of a Trinity, in. that unity, seems to haye:~ 
found its way into the Hebrew, mind, . If the , 
doctrine be true, it was not. revealed by any.of.,, 
the prophets of the old dispensation, i 

If it. be the corner. stone. of the Christian 
system of doctrines, it was left for the founder... 
of that system, or some of those who. were. or-») 
dained by him the preachers. of his gospel, to.» 
announce and define this. marvellous peculiarity ;) 
in the unity of the Godhead: It was. all. the.» 
more necessary that they should be.explicit on =» 
‘this point, because such a.doctrine would be so... 
new and unexpected to the Jews, and so hard:, 
to be by them believed. 

If this doctrine were. self-evidently _ true, or. 
highly probable—if it accorded readily with.the.:, 
doctrines already revealed—slight intimations., 
of it, occasional allusions to it, might have been... 
sufficient to have ensured its prompt reception, ° 
as of the doctrine of immortality. But, stand. , 
ing as this doctrine does opposed to, inconsis-.. 
tent with the great leading essential truth of 
revealed religion—the unity of God—we might= 
reasonably expect to haye it’ distinctly stated,. 
and earnestly enforced by the founders of the... 
New Faith. For as I said before, if this doc- 
trine be beyond the invention of the human in-, 
tellect and incomprehensible by it even after. it. 
has been revealed, surely we may. not, safely, 
trust an uninspired mind to devise the. form, of 
words, in which the great. mystery must. be 
presented to men—and accepted by, them in 
order to salvation. 

Now, therefore, I call upon my opponent 
here to point me to a single passage in the a 
whole New Testament, where this doctrine of. 
the Trinity is explicitly stated, a single passage . 
in which it is stated as explicitly as it is in thig. 
article of the creed of his own church—which.. 


also, said, that when the name of God 
is give 0 ) men, it is always qualified s so as to 
forbid the ‘idea of divinity being expressed. in 
reference to any creature, And _he said, too, 
that whenever it.was applied to Christ it was’ 
unqualified and absolute in its application. And 
yet, last night, I quoted to you from Heb. i.9, 
@ passage in which the connection plainly indi- 
cates that it was in a subordinate sense. 

N ow, you remember with what tremendous 
emphasis my brother Lee quoted the words in 
the eighth ea “Thy throne, O God, is for- 
ever and ever ;” and yet read the comment of 
the Apostle i in the ninth verse, “Therefore God, 
even thy God, has anointed thee with the oil of 
gladness above thy. fellows.” | N ow could lan- 
guage be plainer to qualify and limit the appli- 
cation of the name God to Jesus Christ, show- 
ing his inferiority. 

But to return to the exposition of John, i. 1. 
My ‘brother Lee denied that the word Logos is 
ever translated Wisdom. Now, I want to ask 
him if he means to say that Logos is not trans- 
lated Wisdom? (Mr. Lee answered, “It is 
not, by any Greek Lexicographer that I have 
consulted.”). . 

Mr. May here introduced various sprcnre® 
from criticisms on the word Logos. 

Mr. May then said—I now return to: make 
an appeal that I have a right to make. It is 
this. For proof of the trath or falsity of the 
doetrine of the Trinity, I appeal mainly to the 
teachings of the New Testament. And I do 
not think it is perfectly kind in my brother Lee 
to complain that Ihave not noticed all the 
‘exts that he has quoted, and infer therefrom 
that I am unable to meet the case. There has 
not. been time yet. But if it be necessary, I 
assure you that I will reply to every one of 
them, if he thinks fit. He said, in reference to 
texts I brought torward, and not very gracious- 
ly, L thought, that he would notice them when 
he pleased. He wishes to pursue his, course, 
andso do I mine. I promise him, however, to 
‘avoid nothing that may be adduced as evidence 
or argument in faver of what I regard a system 
of tremendous error, and .which is the basis of 
a system that substitutes something else for 
Christianity, and ‘hinders the progress of the 
gospel, nore than all things.else.. And as Jam], 
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isthe thesis of our discussion. Task for one) be adored as a mystery, it would be exploded — 


single passage from the lips of Jesus Christ or 
any one, the greatest or the least of his apos- 


tles, in'which it is declared that in the God-| 


head there are three persons of one substance, 
power and eternity? Look at the doctrine, 
and tell me whether—if it be a true one, it 
does not involve such violent improbabilities, 
that it ought to have qeen carefully stated, and 
solemnly enforced upon us by an authority as 
high at least as one of the accredited apostles 
of Christ, if not indeed, by the great Master 
himself—the author and finisher of our faith? 
Look at the doctrine we sre discussing—not 
only does it seem to teach that there are three 
Gods in the one God, and to declare that each 
is equal to either of the other two—but it in- 
volves, as we learn from the developement of 
it in the 1st and 4th articles of the creed, the 
farther most incomprehensible of all proposi- 
tions, ever offered to the acceptance of the 
human understanding, namely, that the Holy 
Ghost proceeded fromthe Father and the Son, 
and yet that the Holy Ghost conceived the Son, 
that is, became the mother of the person from 
it proceeded ; that is to say, if there be any 
meaning in the words intelligible to my mind, 
that the Holy Ghost emanated, proceeded, came 
out from her own offspring. But I cannot show 
this doctrine to be more unreasonable, more in- 
comprehensible than it is acknowledged to be 
by many of its stoutest advocates. From a 
mass of acknowledgements that I haye before 
me to this effect, I have room only for a couple. 
‘ Bishop Beverage in his Private Thoughts on 
Religion, says, “I ever did, and ever shall, look 
upon those apprehensions of God to be the 
truest, whereby we apprehend him to be the 
most incomprehensible, and that to be the most 
true of God which seems most impossible to 
us,’—and after going on to show that this is 
the character of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
he breaks out “0 heart-amazing, thought de- 
vouring, unconceivable mystery! Who can 
believe it to be true of the glorious Deity ?” 
The famous Dr. South says, “ that any one 
should be both Father and Son to the same 
person [to David,] that he should produce him- 
self; be cause and effect, too ; and so the copy 
give being to its original. seems at first so very 
strange and unaccountable, that, were it not to 


. 


as a contradiction.” Sermons vol. iii. p. 240. 
Now I ask my brother, and every other 


> © 


Trinitarian, where Christ or either of his.A pos- . 
tles ever set up this mystery to be adored—I 
require him to show me where in one instance — 


the author and finisher of our faith or either 
of his apostles, has intimated that we are to ac- 
cept as true a statement so inconceivable as this, 


‘in the proposition before us, viz., that “ in uni- 


ty of this Godhead there are three persons of 
one subs.ance, power and eternity.” 


Mr. Chairman, I am not alone, in feeling as 
I do, the right and the necessity of pressing this 
demand for some explicit statement of this 
most mysterious, incomprehensible, and self- 


contradictory doctrine, made by an authority 


higher than that of any church on earth. Hear 
Sir, the words of a man, whose praise has been 
in all the churches ; whose Psalms and Hymns 


have been used for\the last hundred years more . 


than those of any other anthor; and whose 
piety and biblical learning haye never been 
doubted. I allude to Dr. Isaac Watts. For 
many years he had lived in the belief and writ- 
ten in the defence of the doctrine of the Trin- 
ity, which had been instilled into him in his 
youth. But light broke into his mind upon 
this subject. He commenced anew the study 
of the Scriptures with reference to it; and af 
ter long, diligent prayerful examination, became 
satisfied that such a doctrine was not’ to be 
found there. Hear an extract from his solemn 
address to the Deity and you will see that he 
only asked for the same that I have. 


‘“‘Hadst thou informed me, gracious Father, 
in any place of thy word, that this divine doc- 
trine isnot to be understood by men, and yet 
they were required to believe, I would have 
subdued all my curiosity to faith, and sub- 
mitted my wandering and doubtful imagina- 
tions, as far as it was possible, to the holy and 
wise determinations of thy word. But I cannot 
find thou hast any where forbid me to under- 
stand it or to make these enquiries. My con- 
science is the best natural light thou hast put 
within me, and since thou hast. given me the 
scriptures, my own conscience bids me search 
the scriptures, to find out truth and eternal life: 
It bids me try all things, and hold fast all that 
is good. And thy own word by the same ex- 
pressions, encourages this holy practice. I 
have, therefore, been long searching into this 
divine doctrine, that I may pay thee due honor 
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with understanding. Surely I ought to know |diates their claim to his respect or faith. Now 


the God whom I worship, whether he be one 
pure and simple being, or whether thou art a 
threefold deity, consisting of the Father, the 
Son, and the holy Spirit. 

“Dear and blessed God, hadst thou been 

ee nae in any one plain scripture, to have in- 
ed me which of the different opinions about 
the holy Trinity, among the contending parties 
of christians, had been true, thou knowest with 
how much zeal, satisfaction, and joy my unbi- 
assed heart would have opened itself to receive 
and embrace the discovery. Hadst thou told 
me plainly in any single text, that the Father 
Son, and holy Spirit, are three real distinct 
persons in thy divine nature, I had never suff: 
ered myself to be bewildered in so many doubts 
nor embarrassed with so many strong fears of 
assenting to the mere inventions of men, instead 
of divine doctrife ; but I should have humbly 
and immediately accepted thy words, go far as 
it was possible for me to understand them, as 
the only rule of my faith. Or hadst thou been 
leased so to express and include this proposit- 
ion in the several scattered parts of thy book, 
from whence my reason and conscience might 
with ease find out, and certainity infer this 
doctrine, I should have joyfully employed all 
my reasoning powers, with their utmost skill 
and activity, fo have found out this interence, 
and ingrafted it into my soul.” 
* Now my brother (zaid Mr. May turning to 
Mr. Lee) I am precisely in the position of Dr. 
Watts. I wish only to be told plainly “ in any 
single text that the Father the Son, and holy 
Spirit, are three distinct persons” in one divine 
nature. Do this and I will bow submissively 
to its authority, and try to bring my under- 
standing to comprehend it, however mysterious 
may appear to be the doctrine that it teaches. 
But I cannot submit to the binding force of 
the statements of a human creed, nor any ar- 
rangement of mere human opinions as a test of 
faith and Christian character. These are what 
are objectionable, because they demand assent 
on penalty of a denial of Christian character, 
and refusal of admission to the communion of 
the Church. ‘This is the evil of creeds and not 
merely that they express belief of truths spe- 
ecified. It is the use made of them, Sir. But 
I must trespass no further. 
MR. LEE’S SECOND SPEECH] 

This creed idea if is apparent is destined to 
eecupy undue attention, which I regret as it is 
really foreign to the discussion. My opponent 
denied that the creed was expressed in the lan- 

guage of the Bible and very earnestly repu- 


no man writes creeds for any such purpose as 
he represents. No one asks or demands of 
him or any one else compliance with the creed 
they may believe. I write creeds for “myself 
and for those who agree with me. And so of 
all other. And that is all they are for—toex- 
press their opinion of what the Bible teach- 
es. Now will he write down his own views o' 
what he considers gospel truth ? ‘ 

Mr. May says he understands my creed to 
teach that there are three Gods... But  that,is 
asophism, It doesnot give the point. It is 
this. Does he understand me to. believe that 
there are three Gods. Now our dispute about 
the Bible is not. what somebody believes it to 
mean, but what the author means, whose wri-.” 
tings we quote. We disagree about the mean- 
ing of theauthors of the texts quoted from the 
Bible. But we do not disagree about what the 
author of the creed means that is quoted. And 
T again repeat that on the creed we are agreed, 
while on the Bible we disagree, as to the mean- 
ing of the author. 


Mr, May next refers to my quotation of 
Heb. i. 8, and complained that I did not notice 
the 9th verse that he supposes qualifies the ap- 
plication of the name God to Christ. Now 1 
did not designedly omit to notice the passage 
he refers to. But passed it by for want of 
time. There is not so much force in the quo- 
tation as he would give to it. Hesaid you will 
remember, that I denied that there were any, 
cases in which the name ‘‘ God” was applied 
to Christ, with qualification or limitation. But 
this isa mistake. What I said was—that when 
the name God is applied to any creature, there 
is always something in the connection which so 
limits it, that it is impossible to suppose that 
the Son of Godis meant. But that the word 
Ged is applied to Christ not only without lim- 
itation, but in sech connection as necessarily 
te lead us to believe that the Supreme God is 
intented. I shall hereafter examine that por- 
tion of the passage to which your attention 
was invited by Mr. May. It appropriately 
comes in to a subsequent part of my argument. 

I now turn to his remarks on the word Logos, 
I admit that “ Reason” is one of the significa- 
tions given to Logos. But this does not bring 
him within the.scope of his own argument, for 


torts 


Reason ismever used aa a theological term ,to 
express an. attribute, of God. , 


» He thinks me unkind in pressing him to re- 


ply. Now I will not. be considered unkind, 
and therefore I take it:all back and say. he may 
reply or not as he thinks best. 
he is under no obligation to reply to me unless 
helis disposed 0 to do. ‘ 

He complains that I did not notice some 
texts that he has quoted, and commented 
upon. To this I reply that I had supposed it 
was his duty to examine the pertinency of texts 
quoted by me on the affirmative of this ques- 
tion. And his reply to those quotations it would 
be my duty to examine. But according to the 


established ‘rules of‘ discussion certainly it can-, 
not be my duty to examine his criticism: of 


texts supposed by him to be on my side of the 
question, but which Thave never quoted. And 
it is impossible for him to know that I would 
introduce them. So that such a course on his 
part may do nothing in forwarding the discus- 
sion, bnt be all lost time. But I will waive 
all that. 


My opponent has offered to accept as author- 
itative one single text which distinctly and ex- 
plicitly sets forth the doctrine of the ‘Trinity. 
This may seem very fair and generous but no 
text could be framed out of human language 
which would he explicit in his estimation. 
Amid all the conflicting views of Christendom 
you cannot find an individual who professes to 
believe in the inspiration of the Scriptures, 
who will not say the same thing. There is no 
doctrine of the gospel but is dishelieved by 


somebody unless itis the simple existence of 


God. Yet all these rejectors of all these doc- 
trines will every one say—show me an explicit 
text, and I will believe. 


Bat Iwill show you that this doctrine is 
' more explicitly stated than any other doctrine. 
There is no one doctrine unless it be as as be- 
fore stated—the simple existence of God upon 
which the Christian world are so generally 
agreed. If then there are less dissentients 
from this doctrine, than from any other one 
doctrine, it is strong presumptive evidence that 
it is more explicitly stated than any other one 
doctrine. And I expect before the conclusion 
of my arguments to make this appear clear 


? 


I admit. that: 





‘and all. 
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| But Ido expect to do one of twor things moe 
tainly, and they are—I shall succeed or fail aa 
My opponent brings up the creed again. it 
the matter of the origin and birth of the So, 
of God, and attempts to make out an absurdity — 
on the assumption that the » ‘Divinity was be 
gotten by itself. This is however grounded on. 
a misapprehension of our views. touching. the. 
birth of Christ. Now that which was con+ 
ceived by the Holy Ghost was the humanity that 
isall. But Mr. May speaks as ‘though we re- 
garded Christ. as all diyine,—body, bones, flesh 
But this is nobso. Just as. truly as: 
we believe he was Divine so do we believe that: 
he was human also. And that which we be- 
lieve of his humanity alone, can not be the leg- 
itimate ground of an assumption of absurdity 
as if applied to his divinity. We do not- so 
affirm of his Divinity, and therefore the absur- 


and full, But there 1 must be 2 time. for e for 


| As he has.said.so.say ii you ‘must, 6 Jot + 


'dity cannot be properly changed upon our sen- 


timents. vioah 
He has laid a great deal of emphasis upon 
the “ mystery” of the doctrine of the, Trinity. 
That there is mystery about it I frankly admit. - 
But there is as much mystery in the unity of - 
God as there is in his Trinity. God is al] mys- 
tery: One who knew more than both of us, 
said, “ Who by searching can find ont God,” 
There is mystery in our own existence. The 
union of body and soul, mind and matter is a 
mystery. [ama mystery to myself. And if 
Mr. May is not to ‘himself it is because he, 
knows a great deal less than I do or a great 
deal more. 
Mr. May has introduced to our attention an 
extended notice of Dr. Watts. But what of 
that? Jt proves nothing, nor is it to the point, 
in this argument. All it amounts to is this : 
Dr. Watts was a Trinitarian in his early days, 
In after years, when far advanced in life, he 
embraced some of the views that distinguish 
Unitarians. There may be some others who 
have so changed their views. <A greut many, 
have turned the other way, and from being Uni- 
tarian in sentiment have become Trinitarian. 
Now, I could quote their declarations on my, 
side of the question. But the point is not how 
many, or who, haye changed their views, nor 
what, they may believe. But itis this. What, 
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does the Bible teach on the doctrine of the 
Trinity ? ; 

Dr.’ Watts was doubtless a splendid poet, but 
he was never distinguished’ as a great theologi- 
an. Poets are rather poor theologians, gene- 
rally. And if my friend and myself had more 
poetry in our heads we should doubtless have 
less theology. 

T turn now to his quotation from Heb. i. 9, 
which speaks of “thy fellows” as applied to 
Christ. There is no contradiction between this 
and our theory as Trinitarians, when consider 
ed as a whole. He can make it appear contra- 
dictory with our sentiments, as he gets them up 
for us, by leaving out our faith in Christ’s hu- 
manity. But we belieye’ in two natures, hu- 
man and divine, as possessed by Christ. And 
there are passages of Scripture which relate to 
‘him in one or the other of these natures which 
are spoken of separately, and some in which 
both are recognized. And this discrimination 
is necessary to the correct understanding of the 
Scriptures. This is the key of the harmony of 
divine truths, and without it they cannot be ex- 
plained. Some of the passages refer to Christ’s 
human nature, while others refer to his pre-ex- 
istent nature. Now, on this point I will re- 
mind my friend, Mr. May, that he omitted, on 
the last evening, to say whether he believed in 
the pre-existence of Christ or not. 

Thave remarked before, that it was my de- 
sign to prove, first : that the Lord Jesus Christ 
was God; second: that the Holy Ghost was 
God; third: and then prove their urity and 
equality with the Father in the Godhead. In 
view of this announcement of my purpose so 
to arrange the argument, Mr. May gains noth- 
“ing by his remark that I have not yet proved 
the Holy Ghost to be God. That isto be 
proved as a separate matter. I am laboring at 
one point at a time. The single point that has 
thus far occupied my attention, is the Divinity 
of Christ, which I am to prove first from the 
application of the names of God. J am now 
to show you that the name Jehovah is applied 
to Christ. 


"The name, Jehovah, of Lord, is also applied | 


to a as I will now prove. 
-In'the Old Testament, where the word Ye- 
shovah, or Jehovah, occurs in the Hebrew, our 


translators have usually rendered it Lord, and! 
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have printed it in capitals to distinguish it from 
another word, Adonai, which is also translated 
Lord. ; 

The common reader may know, then, that 
where the word Lord is found printed in small 
capital letters, Jehovah is the word used in the 
original. This word Jehovah is only applica- 
ble to the eternal God. It signifies the self- 
existent ; he who gives existence to others; he 
who was, is, and shall be. I will prove that 
this ineffable name, Jehovah, is applied to our 
Lord Jesus Christ. 

In the New Testament the Greek word, 
Lord, ‘is Kurios, by which the Hebrew Jeho- 
vah is usually rendered in Greek. 

This word signifies a Lord, possessor, owner, 
master. It is often applied to men, but is also 
applied to the Supreme Being. 

“Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God.”— 
Matt. iv. 10. 
“Thou shalt love the Lord thy God. ”_Matt. 

xxii. 39, Mark, xii. 30. e 

“ They were both righteous before God, walk- 
ing in all the commandments and ordinances of 
the Lord blameless.’’—Luke, i. 6. ; 

“The temple of the Lord.”—Luke, i. 9. 

“The angel of the Lord.’”’—Luke, ii. 9. 

«They brought him to Jerusalem to present 
him to the Lord.”—Luke, ii. 22. 

“The spirit of the Lord is upon me.’—Luke, 
iv. 18, 

These. cases are sufficient to show that the 
word Lord, is used in the New Testament to 
describe the true God. 

A few texts will settle this hoetles: 

The Lord said unto my Lord, sit thou at my 
right hand until I make thine enemies thy foot- 
stool.”—Psal. ex. 1. 

The original here is, “ Jehovah said unto my 
Ladona.” : 

David here calls Christ my Lord. 


“While the Pharisees were gathered togeth- 
er, Jesus asked them, saying, what think ye of 
Christ, whose son is he? . They say unto him, 
the son of David. He saith unto them, How 
then doth David in spirit call him Lord? say- 
ing, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on 
my right hand, till I make thine enemies thy 
footstool. If David. then call him Lord, how » 
lis he his son ?”—Matt, xxii, 41-45, 
Christ was David's Lord. 
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MR. MAY’S SECOND SPEECH, hg metomysing. The apostle means that God 

is the primary and chief author of eternal life. 
saying, “I will begin where my brother has left So also Christ is called life, (John xi. 25 5 xiv, 
off—and I will begin with a simple question. 6,) because next to God the Mathers he i is the 


That question relates to the text quoted respec- | C@USC of eternal life,” 

ting the name Jehovah. It is simply this. How| _ /f this does not satisfy my brother Lee that 
‘can one Jehovah sit at the right hand of ano- this text is not certainly in his favor, but rather 
ther Jehovah, and yet there. not be two Jeho- in mine, I will agree with him to leave it, until 
vah’s? And yet he tells us he believes that there | have settled the question between us on oth- 
is but one Jehovah. Now I dont know what|¢" grounds. Then if he establishes his position, 
contradiction is, if that is not contradietion in|! will give up this to his side of the argument, 
plain terms. And I charge him with using a but if he fails, I shall hold to it as helping to 


form of words in his statement, of the doctrine |S¥pport mine, 


of God’s nature, which involves the tremendous| (Mr. Lee said agreed), Very well, then, said 
untruth of three Gods instead of one. Mr. May, it is understood, and he is welcome to 


all the benefit of that concession. He then re- 


Mr. May rose and commenced his reply by 


My brother has said many things which I 
omit to notice ; “but I invite your. attention to |S¥med, saying, 
the following passage, he quoted on the last eve-| My brother Lee quoted Rom. ix. 5 : “ Whose 
ning. “We know that the Son of God is come, |#"€ the father’s, and of whom as concerning the 
and hath given us an understanding, that we|fesh Christ came, who is over all, God blessed 


may know Him that is true, and we. are in him|for ever.” 
that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ. This} The whole argument of my opponent depends 
is the true God and eternal life.” 1 John y. 20. |upon the punctuation. He knows I trust, and 

The word “even” you will find in italics. It ig; Will not deny, that the original manuscripts of 
not in the original. You should therefore read|the New Testament are without punctuation. 
the passage “and we are in him that is true, in| The sentences even are not divided from each 
his Son Jesus Christ.” The great John Calvin,| other by any marks. The translators therefore- 
who will not be suspected of favoring my side of | ave left to puuctuate as they think the sense re-. 
this question, says of this passage, “the apostle}quires. Now in this ease, if we adopt the punc- 
intends to express the means{of our union with tuation proposed by Griesbach, or that by 
God, as if he had said that we are in God by|Rosenmuller, both of them Trinitarians, and 
Christ.” ‘ Erasmus, the older contemporary of/ Very eminent in Biblical learning, the sense is 
Luther and Calvin ; the great scholar of the Re-| materially changed, Let the period be placed 
formation ; Arch. Tillotson, a great name in the} @fter the word all, and it then reads, “ of whom, 
English Church; Dr. Adam Clark, and others, as’ concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is 
interpret this in the same way. Dr. Bloomfield|over all. God be blessed for ever.”. Which 
even more plainly, “we are in union with the| Words are addéd as a doxology in the midst of 
true God by means of his Son Jesus Christ.” | @ paragraph. 

“Grammatically considered the words “ this} The following is from Wilson’s Concessions. 





is the true God,” may refer either to Christ or of Unitarians—quotations from Erasmus abridg- 


to“him that is true.” Irefer it to God the}ed by Mr. Wilson. 
Father, who ‘is the chief subject of discourse.; “This passage may be pone and rendered 
In this construction T have the authority of Eras-| in three different ways. First ; of whom, accor- 


mus, Grotins,-Rotsenmuller, and others, three of| ding to the flesh, is Christ, who is over all. God . 


the greatest Biblical critics.» The ae of| be blessed for ever. Second ; of whom, accord, 
Grotius is as follows : ing to the flesh, is Christ, who being God over 

“This is the true God ; namely, he and none|all, is blessed for ever. And third, which is 
else whom Jesus hath’ declared to be the object perfectly suitable to the purport of the discourse. 
of worship. “The pronoun (outos) “this” not un-|“ of whom is, Christ according to the flesh :” 


frequently relates to a remote antecedent ; (as in finishing the sentence here and subjoining what . 


Acts vii. 9; x. 6.) “And a yee life;” Gita § is said | follows’ “ God, who is over ath be blessed forev-. 


er,” as an ascription of praise for our having 
secured the law, the covenant, and the prophe- 
cies, and lastly Christ sent in human nature ; 
privileges which God, by his unspeakable coun- 
-Sels had bestowed for the redemption of man- 
kind. And here if the word God be understood 
to mean the whole sacred Trinity, (as is frequent- 
ly done in Scripture where for example we are 
commanded to worship God and serve him only) 
then will Christ not be exeluded; but if it be 
explained to denote the person of the father, 
{which is a common signification of the term 
God, as used by St. Paul when Christ or the 
Spirit is mentioned in conjunction) then, though 
clear as noon day that, in other places Christ as 
well as the Father and the Holy Ghost are called 
truly God, this passsage will not be valid to con- 
fate the Arians; there is nothing whatever to 
prevent its application to the Father. Those 
therefore who contend that in this text Christ 
is clearly termed God, either, have little confi- 
dence in other passages of Scripture, or pay 
scarcely any attention to the style of the apos- 
tle. A similar passage cccurs in 2 Cor. xi. 31. 
“The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ 
who is blessed forever ;” the iatter clause being 
undeniably restricted to the Father. If how- 
ever, the church teaches that Rom.. ix. 5. must 
be interpreted of the Deity of the Son, the 
the church must be obeyed, though this is not 
sufficient to convince heretics, or those who list- 
en only to the words of Sacred Writ; but if she 
were to say that that passage cannot be therein 
explained in conformity with the Greek she 
would assert what is confuted, by the thing it- 
self.” / 
If my brother Lee should satisfy me that this 
text should be punctuated as it is in our com- 
mon translation, I should contend that Christ is 
God over all only by appointment, only for a 
season, until as Paul, 1 Cor. xv.28, tells us he will 
give up the kingdom to the father.. For a seas- 
on, the Father hath committed all judgment to 
the Son, John v. 22.; has given all things into 
his hands, Matt. xxviii. 18. In this sense Christ 
‘is as heis called in Acts x. 36. “ Lord of all.” 
God has given him a name above every name. 
_ “That at the name of Jesus every knee should 
bow, of things in heaven and things in earth, 
and things under the earth, and that every 
tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord 
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to the glory of God the Father.” Phil. ii. 10. 
Y will next notice the following passages : 
Isaiah xl. 3——Matthew iii, 3.—The voice 

of him that crieth in the wilderness, prepare ye 

the way of the Lord, make straight in the de- 
sert a high way for our God. 

Matthew iii. 3. This is he that was spoken of 
by the prophet Ezias saying, the voice of one ery- 
ing in the wilderness, prepare ye the way of the 
Lord, make his paths straight: 

The passage in Isaiah is obviously a glowing 
description of the return of the Tsraclites from 
their captivity in Babylon. Bishop Lowth, the 
most distinguished of all the commentators up 
on Isaiah, thinks those interpreters are mistaken 
whe can see in this famous chapter only a pro- 
phecy of the coming of Christ. He maintains 
that the primary reference of the prophet was 
to the return of the Jews from their long bond- 
age in that strange land. In this the Bishop is 
followed by Dr. Adam Clarke, who has quoted 
pages from the Bishop’s commentary into his 
own notes. Dr. Lowth says, “'The evangelical 
sense of the prophecy is so apparent and stands 
forth in so strong a light that some interpreters 
cannot see that it has any other; and will not 
allow the prophecy to have any relation at all 
to the return from the captivity of Babylon. 
Tt may be useful therefore to examine more at- 
tentively the train of the prophet’s ideas, and 
to consider carefully the images under which he. 
displays his subject. He (the prophet) hear 
a crier giving orders by solemn proclamation to 
prepare the way of the Lord in the wilderness ; 
to remove all obstructions before Jehovah march- 
ing through the degert—through the wild, unin- 
habited, impassable country.. The deliverance 
of God's people from the Babylonish captivity 
is considered by him as parallel to the former 
deliverance of them from the Egyptian bondage. 
God was then represented as their king leading 
them in person through the vast deserts, which 
lay in their way to the promised land of Canaan 
It is not merely for Jehovah himself that in both 
cases the way was to be prepared, and all ob- 
structions to be removed; but for Jehovah 
marching in person at the head of his people.” 

Thus Bishop Lowth and Dr. Adam Clarke 
acknowledge, what is indeed obvious to common 
sense, that the prophet had in his mind prima- 
rily the return of his countrymen from theim 
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bondage in Babylon. But the reference which | agents of the Most High, might very naturally 
is made to it in Ma.thew iii. 3, is supposed by|have spoken of the leader of this new deliver-" 
my brother Lee and by Trinitarians -generally|ance as “God” in the subordinate sense. If 
to show that in a higher, a spiritual sense, it was | this be so, the application of the language of this 
a prophecy of John the Baptist’s appearance as prophecy to Jesus Christ, surely cambt help 


the forerunner of Christ, who is here called “our | my friend in the least to prove that he was “our” 


God.” 

But if in its secondary, spiritual sense this 
title was given to Jesus Christ, to whom was it 
given in its primary sense? Who-was the lead- 

_er of the Hebrews out of their captivity in 
Babylon? . Did Jehovah appear in person and 
conduct them oyer the high way that was to be 
prepared? No one, | trust, believes that he 
did. Certainly my friend though my, opponent | 
in this discussion, will not assume that it was) 
to Jehovah himself, in person, that the prophet 
alluded. It must have been then to him who as } 
the minister, the servant of God, conducted the | 
people of Israel back to their beloved land : un-| 
less my friend prefers to suppose the prophet 
meant to personify the spiritual presence of God, 
that would animate and encourage the people on | 
their way. 


| 


For the prophet to haye referred to the leader 
of his people out of Babylonish captivity, by the 
title of “ our God,” would not have been so bold | 
a use of language as was made by Moses in ve-| 
ference to himself, (Deut. xxix. 5,6): “dT haye 
led you forty years in the wilderness, your clothes | 
are not waxed old upon you, and thy shoe is not; 
waxed, old’ upon. thy foot. Ye have not eaten | 
bread, neither have ye drank wine or strong’ 
drink, that ye might know that Tam: the Lord} 


{ 


your God.” 





We none of: us, misunderstand Moses in this! 
case. He thought of himself as the agent, the | 
instrument of God in affecting the deliverance of | 
his people from Hgypt. Tn Mxo. vii. 1, “The 
Lord said uato Moses, see 1 have made thee a 
God to Pharaoh, and Aaron thy brother shall 
be thy prophet.” Thus appointed at the com- 
mencement of his great undertaking, he might 
with great propriety, and in the same ‘sense, say 
of himself at its close, when so many wonders 
had been wrought at his hand,“ 1 am the Lord.” 





God” excepting in the same subordinate sense. — 

Here I have done so far as this passage is 
concerned with my argument against the doc- 
trine of the Trinity. | Butas all the importance 
it has been supposed to have in the-proof of 
that doctrine, is derived from the fact that itis 
quoted in Matt. as if it were a prophecy of the 
appearance of John the Baptist.—l may as 
well ‘here call the attention of my brother Lee 
to. the manner in which quotations are made 
from the Old Testament by the writers of the 
New Testament. that he may not hereafter 
place too much confidence in them. 


} It will be very evident, I think; to a care- : 


fil reader of the New Testament, that the 
Evangelists and Apostles quoted from the 
Scriptures of the Old Testament very much in” 
the same way that other writers of their day 
and nation were wont to do; that is to say, ap-° 
plying passages from any part of these venera* 
ted Seriptuves, which might scemi to them at all © 
pertinent to the event they were narrating—or 
the doctrine or sentiment they were endeavor- 
ing to illustrate or enforee. And they often 
introduced such quotations by one’ or ahother 
of these phrases—‘as it was written,” “as it 
was spoken,” “ thus said,” “that it might be 
fulfilled,” when really the passage quoted had 
originally no reference to the matter about: 
which they of the New Testament were writing. 
The Hon. Edward Everett, in his younger” 
and better days, when he was a minister of re*> 
ligion, wrote an admirable book entitled “A 
Defence of Christianity,” in refutation of a dis 


. 


ingenuous attack that had been made upon it ©” 


by Mr. George B. English. In that book he 
devotes « chapter to this very matter of quota- 
tions—that having been one ground on which’ 
the attack was made. Hesays in that chapter, 
“T have collected the following among a multi- 


Isaiah in describing that great national deliver-| tude more éxamples, which prove that the Rab- 
ance, second only in importance to the one of| bis applied passages of Scripture, ‘historical, 
which, Moses was the leader, and, familiar'as he} prophetical and preceptive, to events to which’ 


: 


was with the ascription of divine titles to those| they could not have supposed them to have had’ of 
who, were appointed to do great. things as the! any. original reference; and that there isno dif. 7° 
¥ i af a: i ow 
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ference between the forms with which they in- 

troduce mere illustrations and prophecies actu- 
ally fulfilled.” 

‘That the Jewish writers should have made 

such frequent quotations, on all occasions, from 

their Sacred Scriptures is not surprising, seeing 


' that they comprised the greater part of the lit-| 


erature that was generally disseminated amongst 
the people. ‘They were read in all their Syna- 
gogues every Sabbath day, and it was a part of | 
the education of their youth to commit to mem-| 


THE DOCTRINE’ 





ory large-portious of certain of these sacred | 
books. 

The only thing to which 1 wish to direct) 
your attention is that. they introduced their | 
quotations by such phrases as these—* as it is 
said’’—“ as it is written’’-—* to fulfil that which 
is said”—implying that the event narrated, or 
the doctrine delivered had been indicated afore- 
time by some one of the sacred writers—though 
in fact the passage quoted had no prophetic 
reference to the matter they then had in hand. 
But this was the style of quoting &c. common 
among ‘the Jews both before and after the New 
Testament was written. It is not strange there- 
fore, that the writers of the New Testament 
should have used the same as we find they did. 
Let me give you a few examples. 


Extracts from Mr, Everett's Deferce, §¢. 

** A man shall not go out on the Sabbath 
day with a sword, or a bow, ora shield, a sling, 
oraspear. If he do so, he is guilty of sin. 
Rabbi Eliezer said, they are ornaments to him. 





But the Doctors say, they are not ornaments, 
but a disgrace, for it is said, Isaiah xi. 4, they 
shall beat their swords into ploughshares and 
their spears into pruning hooks, and shall 
learn war no more.” 

* Rabbi Eliezer said, he who does not. eat on 
the night of the first day of the feast, must do 
it on the night of the last day. But the doc- 
tors decide, that there isno compensation. Of 
this it is said, (Hecl.. i. 15,) that which is 
crooked cannot be made straight, nor that which 
is wanting be numbered,” 

« When Rabbi Abun entered before the king 
of the Romans, the king turned towards him, 
Some followed after to kill the Rabbi; but they 
saw two sparks of fire streaming from his neck, 
and let him go, to fulfil that which is said, 
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(Deut. xxviii, 10) and the nations shall see that 
thou art called by the name of the Lord, and 
fear thee. « 

“ Of the future days, it is thus written in the 
Zohar upon Deuteronomy, ‘The Lord shall re- 
turn thy captivity.’ What does this signify ? 
‘The Lord shall bring back Israel from captiv- 
ity, and then the righteous shall return, and be 
joined to his place, and then shall be confirmed 
what is written Psalms exl.13: Surely the 

righteous shall give thanks. to. thy name, the 
upright shall dwell in thy presence.” 

Finally, Rabbi Hoschaia says : “* Jerusalem 
shall be a toreh to the Gentiles, and they shall 
come to its light, Mow is this proved?) Be- 
cause the Scripture saith, And the Gentiles 
shall walk in thy light, and in the Lord’s house 
shall be established. And this is. that, which 
was said by the Holy Ghost, by the hand-of 
David, the king of Israel, for with thee isthe 
fountain of life, and in thy light we shall see 
light.” Ps. xxxvi. 9. 

“It is the custom of the Mishns and its sup- 
plements, to adduce the written Scripture [as 
authority,| though what: is treated.of be nota 
matter of written Scripture, but of oral tradi- 


‘tion ; still the Scripture is applied to it.” 


Now, it seems very obvious, that quotations 


jare often made by the writers of the New 
‘Testament from the Old in the same way, 
merely on the principle of _ accommodation, 


when the passage quoted had no prophetic re- 
ference whatever to the event, spoken of, or the 
doctrine inculeated by the evangelist or apos- 
tle. ‘Two or three examples will suffice. After 
speaking of Joseph and Mary going with the 
infant Jesus into Egypt, Mathew says chapter 
ii. 15 : “ And he was there until the. death of 
Herod, that it might be fiulfilled which was 
spoken of the Lord by the prophet, out of 
Egypt have I called my son.” This form of 
expression would seem to indicate yery plainly 
the fulfillment of prophecy. But turn to Hosea 
xi. 1, from which this quotation is: made, and 
you will find “ when Israel was a child, J loved 
him, and called my son out of Egypt.” Words 
spoken of the people Israel, and referred to 
what had been done seven hundred years before. 

In the same chapter, we find another instance 
where the slaughter of the infants in Bethle- 
hem is spoken of; (18th verse) “In Rama was 
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there-a voice heard, lamentation and weeping, 
and great mourning, Rachel , weeping for her 
children, and would not be comforted because 
they would not.” In the place referred to, the 
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to Mr. May’s remarks of the last evening, where- 
in he attempts a reply to my arguments. To 
‘my quotation of the passage which says, “ The 
Lord said unto my Lord.” He says “how can 


prophet is alluding to the mourning in Rama, | one Lord say to another Lord, sit thou on my 
when the Israelites were carried through into | right hand, unless there are two Lords?” The 
captivity. “answer is, just as easy as God could say, “ Let 
us make man,” when there is but one God. Both 
describes it as something which must needs be | ¢28¢s ave explained by a reference to the person- 
accomplished, “For it is written let his habi-|#! distinction in the Godhead. The first Lord 
tation’ be desolate, and let no man dwell therein, |i8 the Father. the seeond Lord is the Word or 
and his bishoprick, let another take.” Words | Son. 
found in the Psalms, spoken of the enemies of The next point he noticed was 1 John i. 5. 
David, without the slightest reference to Judas., We haye agreed to let this passage rest for 
the present, he having admitted that its grammat- 
ical construction is such as may be made to 
mean either. The next quotation criticised is 
Rom. ix. 5 : “ Whose are the Father's, and of 
whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came, 
shall not be broken.” Words that he took from | Who is over all, God blessed for ever. Amen.” ” 
Exodus xii. 46: “neither shall ye break a) On this text Mr. May said, 
bone thereof,” that is of the paschal lamb. | “The whole argument of my opponent depends 
Sometimes not only the words, but the mean- | upon the punctuation. He knows, I trust, and 
ing of the sentence quoted is changed in order | Will not deny, that the original manuscripts of 
to adapt it to the purpose of the writer, and the New Testament are without punctuation, 
yet the words “that it might be fulfilled” are The sentences even are not divided from each 
polainictivie- An dios vexshs ple, +aulfathew Seve: other by any marks. The translators therefore 
9, 10. Then was fulfilled that which was spo- ont ‘ett < pupcinate as, they, think the: manee 
ken by Jeremy the prophet, saying, And they es Socghak 
took the thirty pieces of silver, the price of him 
that was valued, whom they of the children of 
Israel did value, and gave them for the potter's 


In Acts, Peter speaking of the fate of Judas, 





Again, in John xiv. 36: Where it is related 
that the soldiers refrained from breaking the 
legs of Jesus, because he was dead already, the 
Apostle says, “For these things were done that 
the Scriptures should be fulfilled, a bone of him 





“This passage may be pointed and rendered 
in three different ways. First, of whom, accor- 
ding to the flesh, is Christ, who is over all. 


, = God be blessed forever. Second, of whom, ac- 
field,-as'the Lord appointed me.” Now, the cording to the flesh, is Christ, who being God 


allusion here is to a pee in Zachariah, (not) 5 yoy all, is blessed for ever. And third, which 

Jeremiah) ; between which however and the |i, perfectly suitable to the purport of the dis- 

case in hand there is no elation, or similarity! course “6f whom is Christ according to the 

whatever except the mention of “thirty pieces | flesh 2’ finishing the sentence here and subjoin- 

of silver” and the word “ potter.” ing what follows, “God, who is over all, be 

These examples must suffice: I have made|blessed forever,’ as an ascription of praise for 

these remarks not because I disbelieve that|our having secured the law, the covenant, and 

- there are no prophecies in the Old Testament, | the prophecies, and lastly Christ sent in hyman 

of events fulfilled in the New, for I believe} Bature ; privileges which God, by his unspeak- 

there were; but that I may put my brother able counsels had bestowed for the redemption 

Lee on his guard, by reminding him that every ese 

thing which seems at first sight to be introdu-| On this text Prof. Stewart has an entire vin- 

» ced in the New Testament as a fulfilment, will| ication of the present rendering of this text in 
be found on examination not to be so. his 3d letter to Channing. 

ballad ttc), slphony o-\F Itis enough to say that to make it read as 

THIRD EVENING—-MARCH. 2, Mr. May would have it, he has to add a word 

MR. LEE'S FIRST SPEECH. which is not in the text, “be”—“God be blessed,” 

I shall occupy but little time in my rejoinder’ . And this is in fact an interpolation of the 
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text, which is not allowable by any correct laws 
of criticism. 


He quoted these words, “I have made you a 
God unto Pharaoh,” to prove that this name 
does not prove Divinity. But it is added,“ Thou 
shalt speak all that I command thee.” Again : 

“The voice of him that crieth in the wilderness, 
Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make straight 
in the desert a highway for cur God.” Isa. xl. 3. 

On this he quoted irom Lowth and Clarke 
in proof of my misapplying it. Now it is 
very remarkable that so much reliance is put 
upon the constructions which men give to these 
passages, rather than upon the, direct and ex- 
plicit application made of those passages hy the 
sacred writers themselves. 

In reference to Bishop Lowth I cannot deter- 
mine the correctness of the quotation, as it is 
not at my command. But I have consulted; 
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could quote authorities—a, thousand to his one. 
For the common sentiment of Christendom is 


with me. If I could quote one text more es- 
plicit than any yet given, he would doubtless try 
to explain it away. For this is a peculiarity of 
this school of critics. In illustration of this I 
will quote the declaration of one of his own de- 
nomination, Rev, Theodore Parker. THe says 
on this point, ; 

“Jf the Athanasian Oreed, and the thirty- 
nine articles of the English Church, and the 
Pope's bull, Unigenius, could be found in a 
Greek manuscript, and be proved to be the work 
of an inspired apostle, no doubt Unitarianism 
would, in good faith, explain all three, and deny 
that they taught the doctrine of the Trinity, or 


ithe fall of man.” Discourse on Religion, p. 357. 


At this point IT will close my rejoinder, and 
now introduce to notice the vision of Isaiah. ° 


“Yn the year that king Uzziah died I saw 


Clarke in his comment on Matt. iii. 3. He says | algo the Lord sittting upon a throne, high and 


“This is quoted from Isa. xl. 3, which clearly 
proves that John the Baptist was the person of 
whom the prophet spoke.” Thus it is evident 
that Clarke is positively against Mr. May’s 
view of the text. 

But Mr. May vindicates his construction of 
the text by affirming that the New Testament 
writers were exceedingly loose in their quota- 
tions from the Old Testament. To illustrate 
this Rev. Mr. Everett was quoted as the quoter 
ef the Rabbies- It is only necessary to say in 
reply, thatthe manner im which the Rabbies, 
who are uninspired and full of errors, quote, is 
no proof how those who were inspired quoted. 
But here the declaration is absolute. “'This is 
he that was spoken of by the prophet.” Matt. 
iii. 3. Did he tell the truth, or did he not? If 
he did, I have the argument. If he did not, all 
eonfidence is destroyed in the inspiration of the 
New Testament. My friend can take which 
horn of the dilemma he pleases. 


I am not a little surprised that my friend 
persists in his demand for more explicit declara- 
tions. Surely I have furnished the most specific 
texts. But he assumes to re-punctuate, and even 
to add to the original where he deems it neces- 
sary to destroy the foree of my quotations from 
the Seriptures. And this is done on the strength 
- ef human authorities. Now I have not relied 
on these, but have quoted the Word of God. Tj 


lifted up, and his train filled the temple. And 
one cried unto another, and said, Holy, holy, 
holy is the Lord of hosts; the whole earth is 
full of his glory. ‘Then said I, Wo is me! for I 
am undone ; beeauseI am a man of unclean lips, 
and Idwellin the midst of a people of unclean 
lips : for mine eyes have seen the King, the Lord 
of hosts. Also JT heard the voice of the Lord, 
saying, Whom shall I send, and who will go 
for us? Then] said, Here am I; send me. 
And he said, Go, and - tell this people, Hear 
ye indeed, but understand not; and see ye in- 
deed, but peréeive not. Make the heart of this 
people fat and make their ears heavy, and shut 
their eyes; lest they see-with their eyes, and 
hear with their ears, and understand with their 
heart, and convert, and be healed.” Isa. vi. 1, 
3415, 8; 9/10" 

Now let us turn to the following text : 

“ But though he had done so many miracles 
before them, yet they believed not on kim: 
That the saying of Esaias the prophet might 
be fulfilled, which he spake, Lord, who hath 
believed our report? and to whom hath the 
arm of the Lord been yrevealed? Therefore 
they could not believe, because that Hsaias 
said again, He hath blinded their eyes, and 
hardened their heart, that they should not see 
with their eyes, nor understand with their 
heart, and be converted, and T should heal them. 
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DISCUSSION OF: 


These things said Hsaias, when he saw his glory 
and spake of him.” John xii. 37-41. 


Isaiah says he saw the King, the Jehovah of 


hosts. John says he saw Christ’s glory, and 
spake of him. 
yah of the prophet. 

Again it is said in Isa. xl. 3: “The , voice} 
of him that crieth in the wilderness, Prepare | 
ye the way of the Lord, make straight in the| 
desert a highway for our God.” 

Matt. iii. 3: “For this is he that. was spo- 
ken of by the prophet Hsaias, saying, The 
voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare 
ye the way of the Lord, and make -his paths 
straight. 4 

This text was before quoted to prove that 
Christ is called God. It is now quoted to 
prove that he is called Jehovah. 

Isaiah viii. 13-15: Sanctify. the Lord of 


hosts himself; and let him be yowr fear, and | 
And he shall be for aj 


let him be your dread. 
sanctuary ; but for a stone of stumbling, and 
for a rock of offence, to both the houses of Is- 
rael ; for a gin and for a snare to the inhabi- 
tants of Jerusalem. And many among them 
shall stumble and fall, and be broken, and be 
taken.” 

1 Peter ii. 7, 8 :, “ Unto you therefore which 
believe, he is precious: but unto them which 
be disobedient, the stone which the builders 
disallowed, the same is made the head of the 
corner. And a stone of stumbling, and a rock 


Therefore Christ was the Jeho- | 
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not believed? and how shall they believe in himv 
of whom they have not heard? and how shall 
they hear without a preacher ?” 

1 Cor. i. 2: “Unto the Church of God 
which is at Corinth, to them that are sanctified: 


‘in Christ Jesus, called to be saints, with all, 


that in every place call upon the name fe Jesus 
Christ our Lord, both theirs and ours.’ 

The Jehovah of the prophet Joel, is made to 
be Christ out Lord of the New Testament, by 
three distinct applications of this propheey. 

Mal. iii. 1 : “ Behold, T will send my mes-- 
senger, and he shall prepare the way before- 
me: and the Lord, whom ye seck, shall sud- . 
denly come to his temple, even the messenger 
of the covenant. whom ye delight in: behold. 
he shall come, saith the Lord of hosts.” 

This text. treats of John and Christ as is: 
seen by the following texts. 

Matt. xi. 10: “ For this ishe of whom it is 
written, Behold, 1 send my messenger before 
thy face, which shall prepare thy way before 
thee. Verily I say unto you, among them that 
are born of women there hath not risen a great- 
er than John the Baptist.” + Jat 

Mark, i. 2- 3: “ Ag it is written in the pro- 
phets, Behold, I send my messenger before thy 
face which shall prepare thy way before thee. 
The yoice of one crying in the wilderness, pre- 
pare ye the way of the Lord, make: his paths 
srraight. 


Luke, vi. 26. 27: “But what went ye out for 


of. offence, even to them which stumble at the|to see? A prophet? Yea, I say unto you, and 
word, being disobedient : whereunto also they | much more than a prophet. This is he of whom 


were appointed,” 


itis written, Behold I send my messenger be- 


‘The Lord of hosts is a stone of stumbling | fore thy face, which shall prepare thy way be 


and a rock of offence. 
stone of stumbling. Therefore Christ is the 
Lord of hosts, named by the prophet. 


But Christ was that fore. ‘thee.”? 


I will now go back to the Hebrew text- 
Mal. iii. 1. “‘ Behold, I will send my messen- 


“And it shall come to pass, that whosoever | ger, and he shall prepare the way before me : 
shall call on the name of the Lord shall be de-| and the Lord. whom ye seek, shall suddenly 
livered : for in mount Zion and in Jerusalem} come to his temple, even the messenger of the 
shall be deliverance, as the Lord hath said, and|eoyenant, whom ye delight in : behold, he shall 
in the remnant whom the Lord shall call.” J oel} come, saith the Lord of hosts.” 


ii. 32, 

Acts li, 21: 
whosoever shall call 6n the name of the Lord 
shall be saved.” 

Rom. x. 13. 14: 
upon the name of the Lord shall besaved. How 


then shall they call‘on him in whom they have! pared and who followed him, 


1. The speaker in this text is the Lord of 


And it shall come to pass, that heneiel ii of hosts. 


. This speaker sent John to prepare his 
own way for his own coming, which. was to 


“ Hor whosoever shall eall| follow. 


5. But it was Christ > 0 way J onal ‘pre- 
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The conclusion is certain that Christ was 
the Jehovah of hosts of the Prophet Malachi. 

A few texts from the New Testament will 
close this branch of the argument. 

“The Son of man is Lord of the Sabbath 
day.” . Matt. xii. 8. o 

The Sabbath was a positive institution, de- 
pendent upon the positive law of God, found 
in the fourth commandment of the, Deca- 
logue. Exo. xx. 

None but the law giver could ‘be Lord or 
ruler of the Sabbath, affecting its observance. 

The God of the Old Testament, says over 
and over again, “my sabbaths.” “ Verily, my 
Sabbaths ye shall keep.” Exo. xxxi. 13. 

But. Christ virtually calls them his. If he 
is Lord of the Sabbath day it is his. 

None could be the Lord of the Sabbath, 
but the source or fountain of the law which 
gave existence to the Sabbath. But Christ 
declares himself to be the Lord of the Sab- 
bath. Therefore he must be the source or 
fountain of the law. 

“The word which God sent unto the chil- 
dren of Israel, preaching peace by Jesus 
Christ ; he is Lord of all:’ Acts. x. 36. 

Lord of all, can mean no subordinate lord. 

“The first man zs of the earth, earthy ; the 
second man is the Lord from heaven.’’ Acts. 
x. AT. 

The second man is without dispute no other 
than Christ. 

Christ is therefore here called the Lorp 
FROM HEAVEN. 

»« These shall make war with the Lamb, and 
the Lamb shall overcome them : for he is Lord 
of lords, and Kings of kings: and they that 
are with him are called, and chosen, and faith- 
fal.” Rev; xvii. 14. 

‘Here the Lord is called “Lorp or Lorps 
and» Kine of Kiyes.” By the Lord.” no 
other being can be referred to but Christ. 
Therefore Christ is “the Lord of Lords and 
king of kings. 

© And he was clothed with a vesture dipped 
in blood : and bis name is called The word of 
God. (The Logos of our discussion.) And 
he hath on Ais vesture and on his thigh a name 
written, Kinc OF KINGS, AND LORD OF LORDS: 

’ Rey. xix. 13, 16. . 

In this passage ‘The Logos or “ Word of 
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God” is introduced to us “ with a vesture aip- 
ped in blood.” The Word is declared to be the 
King of Kings and Lord of Lords. 


MR. MAY’S FIRST SPEECH. 


Before I proceed to consider some passages 
of Seripture that my brother has, adduced, I 
will notice his remarks about quotations that I 
brought in from Mr. Everett’s work. Now I 
did not quote them as authority. My only pur- 
pose was to show that it was customaty among 
the Jewish writers of the Apostles’ times, to 
quote whatever was applicable to the subject 
on which they wrote, whether it was a predic- 
tion or not. But besides those ‘cases from ‘the 
Rabbis, I did quote several passages from the 
New Testament writers, showing plainly enough 
that they quoted from the Old Testament in the 
same manner, which my brother did. not notice. - 
i did not say that there were no passages that 
did distinctly predict the!events to which the 
writers of the New Testament applied them. 
Some undoubtedly do. I mainly aimed to put 
my brother on his guard, for he had quoted pas- 
sages asa fulfilment of prophecy which I do 
not think he will insist are such. Nowl beg 
to be understood on this point. Mr. Lee quoted, 

Rev. i. 17; xxii. 13.—“Tam the first and 
the last. Iam Alpha and Omega, the begin- 
ning and the end, the first and the last.” 

Whether in both these instances, these re- 
markable words were spoken by Christ, or in 
the former by Christ and in the latter by an an- 
gel; it seems to me that in each case the person 
using this language of himself must have done 
it as the agent, or one acting by the authority 
of God. Else what are we to do with the 
equally remarkable language used in two in- 


stances by Moses, respecting himself, Deut. xi. 


13-15 ; xxix. 246. 
In both of these passages, Moses used lan- 
guage which, if it had been used by Christ, 
would be stronger in proving his Deity than 
any brother Lee has quoted or can quote for | 
that purpose. It seems to me, that my oppo- 
nent and other Trinitarians, in their zeal to find 
support for their doctrine, have not carefully 
enough considered the peculiarly bold, figura- 
tive language of the Bible. Such passages’ as 
the one before us, if they prove what they are 
adduced to-prove, will be found to prove much 


.7 


34 - 


more, and we shall be able, by the same kind 
of evidence, to establish the Deity of several 
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this latter case it can bear no relation to Christ, 
but. must apply to an inferior angel. 


other persons besides Christ. An argument) The next passage introduced by my opponent 


that proves too much proves nothing. 

But I by no means concede that these pas- 
sages are responsible for the doctrine that is 
charged upon:them. In both cases the appli- 
cation of the words “first and last” to our 
Lord, is so guarded as to exclude the idea of his 
supreme Divinity. In the Ist chapter, 17th 
verse, after being described as ‘the first and 
the last,” we read that he said, “I am he that 
liveth and was dead,’ which would not have 
been said by the impassable, unchangeable God 
who alone hath immortality. 

Any person who carefully reads the 22d chap- 
ter, it seems to me, must perceive that the 
speaker, in verse 13th, who said, “I am Alpha 
and Omega,” is the same before whom John, as 
he tells us in verse 8th, fell down to worship 
him, and who forbade him in these remarkable 
words, (verse 9,) “‘See thou do it not, for I am 


a fellow servant with thee, and with thy breth- 


ren the prophets, and with them who keep the 
sayings of this book ; worship God.” 

If, however, my brother on the other side 
does not and cannot see this as I do, I will put 
him upon the horns of a dilemma, though I 
know it will be an uncomfortable position for 
so good a logician as he is. 

If he ascribes what.is said in the 13th verse 
(IL am Alpha and Omega,) to Jesus, and not to 
the angel,.then must he also unavoidably as- 
cribe to Jesus the passage coming immediately 
before or after it, including, of course, the 9th 
verse, “ Thus saith he unto me, see thou do. it 
not, for I am thy fellow servant,” &c., for there 
certainly is but one agent described by the pro. 
noun He, in the whole train of verses, from the 
6th to the 16th, who is pointed out clearly by 
the repetition of the phrase, “ Because I come 
quickly,” in verses 7th and 12th. In this case 
the passage, although it speaks of Jesus as Al- 
pha and Omega, yet must be considered as de- 
nying him the place of Deity and ranking him 
among tbe chosen servants of God. 

But if he ascribes all the verses of chapter 
22, as far as verse the 16th, to the angel, he 
cannot justify himself in founding his conclu- 
sion respecting the Deity of Jesus, upon the 








was the following :— 

*« Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the ends 
of the earth; for IT am God and there is none 
else. I have sworn by myself, the word is gone 
out of my mouth in righteousness, and shall noé . 
return, That unto me every knee shall bow, and 
every tongue shall swear. Surely, shall one say, 
In the Lord have I righteousness and strength : 
even to him shall men come; and all that are 
incensed against him shall be ashamed. \ In the 
Lord shall all the seed of Israel be justified, and 
shall glory.”"—Isa. xiv. 22-25, : 


No one passage that my brother has'quoted 
in support of his doctrine, did he usher into 
your notice; and read to you with so much em- 
phasis, as this. ‘These walls, you remember, re- 
sounded to his outery, “ I am God and there is 
none else,” as if it were spoken by Christ of 
himself. I have no doubt of his sincerity in all 
that he said. Iam well aware of the over- 
weening power of. one’s education, particularly 
religious edueation. I presume he supposes 
that this passage has reference to Christ. He 
says, indeed, that the language upon its face 
conzerns Christ. But I assure you I cannot 
see the slightest evidence of it, and think that 
no one of you can, if you will take the trouble 
taread the whole chapter for yourselves. Even 
the Editors of our common translation, who are 
very eager to find any allusion in the prophe- 
sies to Christ or the coming of his kingdom, 
even they were not keen eyed enough to detect 
anything in this chapter relating to the great 
Messiah, the hope of Israel, the desire of all 
nations. Those Editors, I say, do not intimate 
that there is anything in this chapter respect- 
ing the Trinity, or either the second or third 
person of the Triune God, or in any way re- 
specting the coming of Christ. They tell us; 
in the heading of the chapter, that in it we 
shall find, “ God calle:h Cyrus for his Church’s 
sake, (the Jewish Church. is here meant;) that 
by his omnipotency he challengeth. obedience 
to the end he. convinceth the idols of vanity 
by his saving power.” You may readily see 
for yourselves that in this, and. in the two pre- 
ceding and subsequent chapters, the Prophet is 


13th verse, “TI am Alpha and Omega,” for in| foretelling, in his most glowing style; the deliv- 
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erance of the Jewish nation, who were all the 
Church of God as:it was organized under Mo- 
ses; their deliverance from bondage in Babylon. 
The 45th chapter commences, “ Thus saith the 
Lord to his anointed, to Cyrus, whose right 
hand I have holden to subdue nations before 
him. * I will go before thee 


and make the crooked places straight. 
* x 


For Jacob, my servant’s sake, and 

Israel mine elect, I have even called thee by 
thy name. - = 4) Tam the Lord 
and there is none else, there is no God beside 
me. I girded thee, though thou hast not known 
me,” &c. 

It was Cyrus the qhats ths founder of the 
Persian Empire. He conquered Babylon, and 
directed the return of the Hebrews to their na- 
tive land, from which they had been exiled sey- 
enty years. This is the great event to which 
the whole of this chapter, and several before 
and after it, relate. It was attributed by the 
prophet to the good Providence of God in rais- 
ing up such an instrument to accomplish this 
great purpose, and bring back his chosen peo- 
ple from the midst of the nations whose gods 
were idols, and with whom the prophet contrasts 
so strikingly the power and wisdom of the only 
living and true God. 

There is not, as J have found, an intimation 
in-all Bishop Lowth’s Commentary on these 
chapters, that any part of them relates to Christ 

Dr. Adam Clarke,and Dr. Thomas Scott, are 
the only orthodox Commentators I know of, 
who have discovered here any allusion to Christ, 
though it is not improbable there may be many 
others of less note, for in two or three instances 
in this passage God is called the Saviour ; and 
there may be many persons who suppose that 
to be a title exclusively belonging to Christ— 
and yet a not very attentive reading of our Old 

“Testament Scriptures, was enough to find oth- 
ers who were callea Saviours. 

Joshua, especially, bore this title. His name 
at first was Oshea, which signifies a Saviour or 
salvation; but afterwards it was changed by 
Moses to Joshua, which signifies, he shall save, 
or, the salvation of Jehovah. It is the same in 
meaning as Jesus ; and this servant of Moses, 
and great Saviour of the Jews in their early 


_conflicts with the Canaanites, is twice, in the 
New Testament, referred to by thename Jesus. 
Acts viii. 45 ; Heb. iv. 8. 
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There is an expression used in this 45th 
chapter, which is twice quoted by St. Paul, in 
speaking of the submission. of all men to the, 
dominion of Christ, and persons who have not 
attended to the manner in which quotations are 
made inthe New Testament fom the Old, 


“| which I exhibited to you last evening, may 
“\haye inferred, as my brother Lee has.done, that 


the chapter in Isaiah, is a prophecy of Christ. : 

The expression I refer to is in the 23d. verse 
of this 45th chapter of Isaiah, “that umto me - 
every knee should bow and every tongue should 
swear.’ In the 14th chapter of Romans, 10th 
and 11th verses, ‘‘ we shall all stand before the 
judgment seat of Christ, for it is written, as I 
live saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, 
and every tongue shall confess to God.” Now 
there is no difficulty,as I have intimated before, 
in reconciling this passage with my doctrine of 
the inferiority of Christ to God. For though 
inferior to the Father, he was and is exalted 
above every other being, to be a Lord and a 
Saviour. And as he sitteth at the right hand 
of God, he too will be the judge of all men. 
Or if we suppose that the future judgments of 
all men is to take place at a particular time, 
and to be conducted by Christ alone in person, 
still I believe in that case he will act as the 
minister; the anointed servant of God, and do 
whatsoever he does in God’s name, and then, as 


"| St. Paul tells us, Ist Cor. xy. 24, 28, “he shall 


himself become subject unto him that put all 


*| things under him, that God may be all in all.” 


The other quotation of this language in 
Isaiah, is in Phil. ii. 9, 10,11; and is even 
more unfortunate for my brother’s side of the | 
argument. It reads “‘ wherefore God also hath 
highly exalted him, and given him a name which 
is above every name; that at the name of 
Jesus every knee should bow, of things in 
heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
the earth ; and that every tongue should con- 
fess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of 
God the Father.” 

Here the being whom my brother would have 
me regard as the selfexistent and eternal God, 
is said to have been highly ezalted; to have 
had his great name given him by God; and to 
receive the homage of all other beings, “ to the 
glory of God the Father.” 

But my brother Lee says, that this passage 
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in Isaiah relates to gospel times and gospel jus- 
tification. As I have already said, I see not 
the slighest evidence of any. such relation. 
Read the chapter and judge for yourselves. 

My brother quoted Acts. xiii. 38, 9. 

-“ Be it known unto you therefore, men and | 
brethren, that through this man is preached 
unto you the forgiveness of sins: And by him, 
all that believe are justified from all things, 
from which ye could not be copa by the 


law of Moses.” 
These verses certainly declare a great and 


most important truth, a part of the glad ti- 
dings of great joy. But what these verses 
have to do with Isaiah’s announcement of the 
mission of Cyrus to restore the captive ‘Israel- 
ites to their native land, and his glowing de- 
scription of that event, I am utterly unable to 
see. 

I have bestowed altogether more time upon 
this part of my friends argument than it seems 
to me to deserve, not because I feel in the slight- 
est degree the force of it, but’ because he laid 
so much stress upon it. 


I have but eight minutes more, I- will there- 
fore not enter upon the consideration of anoth- 
passage, which my brother has alleged in sup- 
port of his doctrine ; and which I intended to 
examine here, but cannot dispose of in so short 
a time as remains. Let me, instead, ask* your 
attention to what he said last evening, in reply 
to my argument, against the evidence he alleged 
in the names and titles given to Christ, that 
similar and some of the same titles had been 
given to other and far inferior men. He asser- 
ted that I had not given the exact meaning of 
the names Eli, Hliab, Elijah, Hlihu &c, though 
as I told him, I gave the definitions of those 
names which some orthodox commentators have 

, affixed to them. But let that pass. My friend 
did not deny. that Ithiel meant “God with 
me” and Lemuel “God with them” just as 
much as Immanuel’ meant “God with us.” 
Neither did he deny that Elgibbor meant “ the 
mighty God”—Abiad “ the everlasting Fath 
er,’ and Sarshalom, “ the Prince of Peace” as- 
they are translated in the 9th chapter of Isaiah. 
These are enough for my purpose, though T 
believe I could show that the other names were 
about as well translated. 
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high titles in the 9th chapter of Isaiah, wete 
prophetically applied to Christ, they were more, 
certainly in their primary application bestowed 


| upon some some person or persons born in the 


time of the Prophet, and therefore are of no 
weight in proving the deity of Christ. 

For this opinion I offer yon Sir, very high 
orthodox authorities. ‘ 

Hugo Grotius, (born 1583 died 1654,) of 
whom Dr. Adam Clarke says, “ His learning 
| was-very extensive, his erudition profound, and 
his moderation on subjects of controversy: 
highly praiseworthy. No man possessed a 
more extensive and accurate knowledge of the 
Greek and Latin writers, and no man has more 
successfully applied them to the illustration of 
the Sacred writings’—Grotius says on these 


) remarkable names—‘‘ The name Immanuel de- 


notes the certain aid of God against the Syrians 


land Israelites, and his preservation of the city 


And on the 
“ Hezekiah, 
This: 


in opposition to Sennacherib.” 
9th chapter, 6th verse, he says ; 
who was very unlike his father Ahaz. 


t . 3 
passage is ackzowledged, not only by Chris- 


tians, but by the Chaldean interpreters, to re- 
late in the same manner, but in a more excel- _ 
lent sense to the Messiah.” 


On these passages, the very orthodox Dr. 
John P. Smith, gives us the following com- 
ment. “'To me, I confess, the most probable 
conjecture is, that the person (the Virgin) was 
the queen of Ahaz, to whom I further conjec- 
ture that he had then’ just been married, and 
that she was at the time beginning to be with 
a son, who proved a blessing to his country, 
anda signal honor to the house of David, 
namely, the pions and upright Hezckiah.” 
Script. Text, Vol. i. p. 358. 


Samuel White, M. A. Fellow of Trinity 
College, Cambridge, England, author of a Com- 
mentary on Isaiah, in high repute until it was 
overshadowed by Lowth’s—says on the 6th 
verse of Chap. ix: “That is he (king Heze- 
kiah) shall reign in the throne of David, as the 
metaphor signifies, and as the prophet more 
fully explains himself in the following verse, 
which cannot be literally true of our Saviour,. 
whose kingdom was not of this world, as Da- 
vid’s was; but in a second and sublimer sense,” 


Tf Immanuel in the 7th chapter, and théde! the expression denotes that power ‘which God 
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devolved on his Son, of governing his spiritual | 


kingdom—the Church.” 


Now Sir, if these titles were given first. to 
Hezekiah or some other man, IT contend that 
the bestowment of them upon Jesus Christ is 
no proof that he was God. 


MR. LEE’S SECOND SPEECH. 


1 shall continue the direct line of argument 
already introduced to notice. Whatever may 
have been said by Mr. May in reply to my for-| 
mer arguments, I shall reply to hereafter. And 
it has now been so long since the quotations | 
criticised by him were introduced, that a brief 
rejoinder would not be appreciated. And I 
have not now sufficient time to go over them at 
length. 

I now introduce my second direct: argument 
in proof of the Divinity of Jesus Christ. 

If. The atiributes which can belong to none 


but the only living and true God, are all ceded | 


to Christ. 

1 Eternity is ascribed to God, and so it is as- 
eribed to Christ. 

“But thou, Bethlehem Ephratah, though 
thou be little. among the thousands of Judah, 
yet out of thee shall he come forth unto me that 
is to be ruler in Israel ; whose goings forth have 
been fromof old, from everlasting.” ‘Micah. v. 2. 

This text is applied to Christ. 


“When Herod the king had heard these 
things, he was troubled, and all Jerusalem with 
him! And'wheri hé had gathered all the chief 
priests and scribes of the people together, he 
demanded of them where ‘Christ should be born. 
And they said unto him, In Bethlehem of Ju- 
dea : for thus it is written by the prophet. And 
thou Bethlehem, in the land of Judea, art not 
the least among the princes of Judea ; for out 
ofithee shall come a Governor, that shall rule 
my people Israel.” | Matt. ii. 3-6 

“T will next call your attention-to the follow- 
ing: : 
wk sail, O my God, take me not away in the 
inidst of my days: thy years are throughout 
all generations. Of old hast thou laid the foun- 
dation of the earth ; and the heavens are the 
work of thy hands: They shall perish, but 
thou shalt endure ; yea, all of them shall wax 
old like a araitt 3 as a vesture shalt thou 
change them, and they shall be changed : But 
thouw-art the same, and thy years shall havé no 
end.” Ps, cii. omen «? 
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Now this language is applied to Christ: See 


Heb. i. 8-12. ' 


‘But unto the Son Ae saith, Thy throne, O 
God, is for ever and ever: a sceptre of right- 
eousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom: ~And, 
| Thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the foun- 
|dation of the earth; and the heavens: are the 
jworks of thy hands: They shall” perish, but 
thou remainest ; and they all shall wax old as~ 
idotha garment ; And as a vesture shalt thou 
fold them up, and they shall be changed : but 
jthou art the same, and thy yearsshall not fail.”’ 

T next adduce in testimony to be taken in 
connection with the former, this passage : 

* Lord, thou hast been our dwelling-place in 
jali generations. Before the mountains were 
brought forth, or ever thou hadst formed the 
earth and the world, even from everlasting to 
leverlasting, thou art God.’ Ps. Ixxxx. 


| He who formed the earth and the world is 
|God “ from everlasting to everlasting.” 


. 


Christ formed the earth and the world ; Foe 
fore Christ i is God from everlasting to satiate 
ing. : 

| Again. Look at this declaration. 

“God said unto Moses, I am that. I am.’’ 
Exo. iii. 14. And we are informed that Jesus 
answered and said : 

“ Before Abraham wag lam.” John viii. 58. 

Here the Saviour uses the very language that 
expreses the awfulname of the True God, as he 
is distinguished from all that are called Gods. 
Who can doubt for one moment that the Saviour 
had his eye on the very declaration of Jehovah, 
and used it to identify himself with aa as one 
and the same being. 





Yet again itis written Jehovah says, ‘ Jam 
‘the first, and I am the last; and besides me 
there is no God.” Isa. xliv. 6. But Christ de- 
clares himself to be the first and the last. 

“ And he laid his right hand upon me, saying 
unto me, Fear not; I am the first and the last : 
I am he that liveth, and was dead ; and hehold, 
Tam alive for evermore. Amen; and have the 
keys of hell and of death.” 

Christ’s eternity is most clearly and undeni- 
ably proved by the fact that he created all 
things. 


Here I anticipate an ‘argument, grounded 

upon the fact that Christ did create all things, 
which shall hereafter be elaborated. 

His eternity is the only point now in ques- 
Htion, which is proved by the rag es he crea- 
ted all things. ' 
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“ All things were made by him ; and without 
him was not any thing made that was made. 
For by him were all things created, that are in 
heaven, and that arein earth, visible and invis- 
ible, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or 
principalities, or powers: all things were crea- 
ted by him, and for him ; And he is before all 
things, and by him all things consist.’’ Johni. 
33, 16, 47: 

He who created all things, must have existed 
before any thing was created. 

He who existed before any thing was created) 
must have always existed. 

But Jesus Christ did create ail things and he| 
existed before any thing was created, therefore | 
Jesus Christ is eternal. 


| 


| 
! 


2. Omnipotence is one of the essential and in-| 
communicable attributes of Jehovah ; and this 
is asseribed to Christ. We have the same proof 
that Christ is omnipotent that we have that the 
Father is omnipotent. ‘ 


“For the invisible things of him fram the 
creation of the world are clearly seen, being 
understood by the things that are made, even 
his eternal power and Godhead: so that they 
are without excuse.” Rom. i. 20. 


The eternal power and Godhead are seen by 
the things that are made. 
But all things were nfade by Christ. 
Therefore the works of Christ are a develope-| 
‘ ment of hig eternal power and Godhead. 


“Tn him dwelleth all the fulness of the God- 
head bodily.” Col. ii. 9. 

All the fulness of the Godhead must embrace | 
omnipotence, 

If the Godhead embraces the attribute of 
omnipotence and all the fulness of the Godhead 
dwelleth in, Christ then must Christ be omnipo- 
tent. 

“But Jesus answered them, My Father work- 
eth hitherto, and I work. Therefore the Jews 
sought the more to kill him, because he not 
only had broken the sabbath, but said also that 
God was his Father, making himself equal with 
God. Then answered Jesus and said unto them, 
Verily, verily, I say unto you, The Son can do 
nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father 
do: for what things soever he doeth, these also 
doeth the Son likewise.” John v.. 17-19. 


This text proves the omnipotence of Christin 
two ways. 

1. It asserts his equality with the Father. 

The Jews so understood him, and he confirmed 
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2. It asserts that Christ does: just what the 
Father does. 

If God ever performed an act which nothing 
less than omnipotence éould perform, then, as 
Christ performs the same acts, he must be om- 
nipotent, 

Christ clearly asserts himself to be the Almigh-- 
ty. 
“Tam Alpha and Omega, the beginning and 
the ending, saith the Lord, which is, and which 


|was, and which is to come, the Almighty.” 


Revi, 84 

‘And it has been demonstrated in a former ar- 
gument that Christ is the Alpha and Omega of 
this passage. ’ 

The very name of Jehovah which I have 
shown belongs to Christ, implies his omnipo- 
tence. 

It cannot be pretended that Christ possessed 
-a delegated or communicated omnipotence. 
Christ could not receive infinite power as a 
communication from the Father unless he first 
possessed an infinite. capacity to receive and 
exercise it. ; 

Bui an infinlie capacity cannot be created. 

Creation must be less than the Creator. 

God cannot create an equal God. 

Omnipotence cannot create omnipotence. 

Now. as Christ did possess omnipotence: and 
as that could not be communicated, he must pos- 
sess that omnipotence in and of himself: and 
therefore Christ must be God, 

3. Christ possessed the attribute of Ubiquity 
or omnipresence. 

Ta proof of this I quote Matt. xviii. 20, ‘‘ For 
where two or three are gathered together in my 
name, there am I in the midst of them.’’ 

Here is a declaration which is not true if 
| Christ is not omnipresent. 

** Teaching them to observe all things what- 
soever Ihave commanded you: and, lo, I am 
with you always, even unto the end of the 
world.” Matt. xxviii. 20. 

Here is a promise which none but an omni- 
present Jesus can fulfill. _ 


Those ministers who deny the omnipresence 
of Christ, cannot pretend that he is with them 
in their ministrations. ; 

“ He that hath my commandments, and keep. - 
eth them, he it is that loveth me; and he that > 
loveth me shall be loved of my Father; and I 
will love him, and will manifest myself to him. | 





. them, 


Judas saith unto him (not Iscariot,) Lord, how 
is it that thou wilt manifest thyself unto us, and 
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not unto the world? Jesus answered and said 
unto him, If a man love me, he- will keep my 
words: and my Father will love him, and we 
will come unto him, and make our abode with 
him.” } \ 

Let it be understood that these promises are 


to every individual Christian in every part of 
the world. 


* And no man hath ascended, up, to heaven, | 
but he that came down from heaven, even the| 


Son of man, which is in heaven.” Johniii. 13. 

Here Christ affirmed himself to be in heaven 
at the very moment he was on earth. 

His body was not in heayen, but his divinity 
filled all in all. 

The manner in whieh Christ is associated with 
Christian worship and Christian experience 
proves him to be omnipresent. 

“Without me ye can donothing.” Jobnxv. 5 

Nothing can then be done where Christ is not. 

“J can do all things through Christ which 
strengtheneth me.” Phil. iv. 13. 

Can Christ strengthen where he is not? 

“And he said unte me, My grace is sufficient 
for thee: for my strength is made perfect in 
weakness. Most gladly therefore will I rather 
glory in mine infirmities, that the power of 
Christ may rest wpon me.” 2 Cor. xii. 9. 

Christ said, my grace is sufficient for thee. 

Christ said, my strength is made perfect in 
weakness, 

The power of Christ rested upon Panl fa his|m 
weakness, 

‘The power of Christ cannot rest where Christ 
is not. 

Our only access to God is ian Christ... 

So, as we could not worship an absent God 
neither can we wership God in the absence of 
of Christ. 

Christ cannot be in Unitarian assemblies and 
and in Unitarian worship gocorsing to their 
theory. 

If my brether May has Christin his congre- 
gation, then the Rev. Theodore Parker, whom I 
understand my brother May calls a dear Son of 
God, cannot have him in his congregation at 
Boston. 

Mr. May, said when did I call him a dear Son 
of God? 

Mr. Lee answered I was go informed. 

Mr. May said give your authority. 

Mr. Lee said, the Rey. Mr. Phinney of this 
city, -™ 
4. Christ possessed the attribute of Omniscience, 
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39 


“And Jesus knowing their thoughts, said, 
Wherefore think ye evil in your hearts? Matt. 
ix. 4. 

The marginalreading is, seeing their thoughts. 

‘All things are delivered unto me of my 
Father : and no man knoweth the Son but the 
Father ; neither knoweth any man the Father, 
save the Son, and Ae to whomsoever the Son 
will reveal him.’’ Matt. ii, 27. 

“As the Father knoweth me, even so know L 
the Father: and I lay down my life har the 
sheep.” John x. 15. 

‘*: All things are. delivered to me of my Fath- 
er; and no man knoweth who the Son is, but 
the Father ; and who the Father is, but the Son, 
and he to whom the Son will reveal Aim,” 
Luke x. 22. 

In these texts Christ asserts that he possesses 
the same knowledge of the Father that the 


‘| Father does of the Son. 


No created being can have the knowledge of 
God that God has ofhis creatures. For who by 
searching can find out God? And therefore as 
Christ asserts that he has the same ‘knowledge 
of the Father that the Father has of him, he 
must be God and rest with the Father in the 
unity of the Godhead. 

“ But Jesus did not commit himself nnto them, 
because he knew all men; And. needed not 
that any should testify of man: for he knew 
what was in man.”’? John ii. 24, 22, 

To know all men, and to know what is in 

man, must belong not to any created intelli- 
gence. 

“But there are some of you thatbelieve not 
For Jesus knew from the beginning who they 
were that believed not, and who should betray 
him.”? John vi, 64. 

“ He saith unto him the third time, Simon, 
son of Jonas, lovest) thou me? Peter was 
grieved because he said unto him the third time, 
Lovest thou me? And he said unto him, Lord, 
thou knowest all things; thou knowest that 
Jesus saith unto him, Feed. my 
sheep.” John xxi. 17. 

The declaration is positive, ‘thou knowest 
all things.” 

‘In whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom 
and knowledge.” Col. ii. 3. 

All the treasures of wisdom and knowledge 
cannot be hid in any created being. 

“ Andunto the angel of the church in Thy- 
atira write; These things saith the Son of God, 
And I will, kill her children with death ; and 
all the churches shall know that Lam he which 
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seareheth the reins and hearts ; and I will give | 
. unto every one of you according to your works.” 
Rev. ii. 18, 23. | 

To search the hearts and try the reins of men 
ig a work which belongs only to the allwise mind. | 

“J the Lord search the heart, J try the reins ; 
even to give every man according to his ways, 
and according to the fruit of his doings.” Jer. 
xvii. 10. 

Ié.can hardly be doubted that Christ refered 4 
to the words of the prophet. | 

5. Christ is declared to possess the attribute of 
immutability. 

This follows from all. that has been prov ed, 
but I will adda few texts on this point. 

«And, Thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid 
the foundation of the earth ; and the heavens 
are the works of thy hands: They shall perish, 
but thou remainest ; and they all shall wax old 
as doth a garment ; And asa vesture shalt thou 
fold them up, and they. shall be changed: but 
thou art the same, and thy years shall not fail.” 
Heb,i, 10-12. 

This declares the immutability of Christ’ in 
words. 

“ Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and te-day, 
and for.ever.” Heb. xiii. & 

. This is a positive declaration. 

And hath made us kings and priests unto God 
and his Father ; to him.Jé glory and dominion 
for ever and ever.” . Amen, Rey. i. ‘6. 

With these remarks I closemy second direct 
argument in favor ofsthe Divinity of Jesus 
Christ. 





MR, MAY'S SECOND SPEECH. 


Itis extremely unfortunate for my friend’s 
argument that, notwithstanding his formidable 
array of texts from the’ Old Testament and the 

“New, --numerous and explicit - enough- 
which he thinks prove ‘beyond a question, that 
Christ was nota created, but a selftexistent, 
eternally existent being, possessed of all the 
attributes of the Deity ; itis extremely ufortu- 
nate for him, I say, that we have the most ex 
press declarations of Christ and his apostles, on 
every point, exactly to the contrary. 

That he had not an eternal, selfexistence, 
hear what Christ himself saith : John 'v. 26, 27, 
‘“‘as the Father hath life in himself, so hath he 
given to his Son to have life in himself; and 
hath giveh him authority to execute judgment 
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| dead.” 
Amen, the faithful and true Witness, the be- 


thou hast given him.” 


THE TRINITY. 


\* who is the image of the invisible God, the first 


born. of every creature.” Romans i. 342) ‘+ hig 
Son Jesus Christ, which way made of the seed.of 
David according to the flesh ; and declared'to 
be the Son of God with tia according to the 
spirit of holiness by the resurrection from the 
Rey. iii. 14: ‘“‘ these things saith, the, 


| ginning of the creation of God.” 2 Cor. xiii. 
: “Though he was crucified through weakness, 
yet he liveth by the power of God.” 
Omnipotence. Jesus distinctly declares, that 
i; he was not in possession of this attribute. His 
pow ers mighty as they Were, were all given to 
him ; and he who gave must have been greater 
than he who received then. Matt. xxvili,18. 
“All power is given to me*by my Father,” 
John v.-19, 
self;”’ 
own self do nothing.” 


' 


John Evil. 2, “ As thou 


has given him (the Son) power over all flesh, 


that he should give eternal life to as many as 
Matt. xx. 23: Said Jesus 
“ To set on my right hand and on my left is not 
mine to give ; but it shall be given to them for 
whom it is prepared of my Father.” John xiv. 
28: “If yé loved me, ye would rejoice Decause 
Isaid I go to my Father ; ys my Fathe is, 
greater than I.” Acts x. 38: * God anoiated 
Jesus of ie Pos with ABS Holy Ghost and 
with power.” | 

Omniscience. Brother Lee quoted a number 
of passages tb show that this divine attribute 
belonged to Christ. Now an omniscient being 
needs not to be instructed. But hear what our 
Saviour saith on this point. mi ohn ‘vi. 16: My 
doctrine is not mine, ‘but lis that sent me ; ny 
and John xiv. 24: “ The word which oY bear is 
not mine, ss me Fathér’s who Sent me.’ And 
again, vill. “As my. Father hath taught 
me, I heer “ick things.” And even. more 
‘strongly, xii. 49 : 
but the Father who sent me, he gave me ‘com- 
mandment, what I should say and Ww what T should 
speak. Whatever I speak, therefore, even as 
the Father said'unto me, so I speak.” However 
geeat his knowledge was, atid I am not here to 


deny, that, of divine things, it was greater than 


the knowledge of any’ other’ man, yet you see. 
Jesus declares, it was all imparted to him, and 
imparted knowledge must always bé less’ than 

omniscience. Accordingly, we find, Matt. iv 


also; because he'isthe Son of Man.” Gal. iv. 4:36, and Mark xiii. 28, when asked’ bio hdag ‘a 


‘When the fulness of time was come, God sent}certain future event, Jesus anewoted ‘Of that ; 


**T have not spoken of myself 


* The Son can do nothing of him-_ ; 
and again, verse 30th, “Ican of mine’ 


forth his son, made of a woman.” “Collos.i.'15 }'day and ‘that hour knowéth ho man: no, aot” 


‘ 
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ven the angels in heaven, neither the Son, but 
the Father,” or “ my Father only.” 

Infinite goodness. This also Jesus disclaim- 
ed. Heseems tome to have been perfectly 
good. Ican see no fault in him. He fills my 
highest conception of the perfect man. But his 
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those churches, certainly not to the ministry in 
those churches, except he be willing to declare 
his belief that the Bible teaches what is set forth 
in their several creeds, and that, too, notwith- 
stending my brother Lee has told you and me 
that “ those creeds are stated in language which 


_ posed of by our Saviour’s own testimony to the 


ideal of goodness was doubtless far higher than | has become obsolete ; andno Trinitarian canbe 
mine. He saw a perfection more entire than|found, who, if he were called upon to’state his 
his own ; and when one called him “ good mas-| views, would state them in the exact language 
ter,” Jesus answered, “Why callest thou me|of either of those creeds.” Now this seems to 
good? there is none good but one, that is God.” | me eminently unfair, that I, or any other man 
Now, Mr. Chairmay, what can my brother say; or woman, should be required so far to bow to 
to all this testimony; against the claims he has} the authority of any church on earth, even my 
just set up far our beloved master? Iam such! brother Lee’s, (which, because of its generous 
a heretic, that in opposition to all the churches! espouzal of the cause of the enslaved, I like 
in Christendom, if all agreed with my brother|much better than the others,) as to accept its 
Lee on this point, I should say, the plain decla-| statement of religious truths, rather than the 
rations of Jesus himself outweigh all your texts| statements that I find iu the Bible. Nay, worse, 
and arguments.- Nay more, I must say, that.|that I should be required to accep. statements 
even ifI should see as my friend undoubtedly | which those churches themselves consider out of 
does, that prophets and apostles concurred to |date, old fashioned, “ obsolete,” that I should 
make Jesus in all respects equal with God, and |be required to clothe my ideas of the doctrines 
these declarations from his own lips remained |of the Gospel, in their old garments. which they 
as they are, [should be eompelled to believe,|are almost ready to cast away. 
that Jesus was correct, and all the rest mista-| This, I aver, is to put their obsolete creeds 
ken. above the Bible, and to wrap up the minds o- 
All the passages to which we have been list-| men, so far as they can do it, in the grave-clothes 
ening, so earnestly urged upon us by our friend,}| of the Past. I protest against it, and shall ney- 
asa proof that Christ is God—the Son is thejer cease to urge my protest, until it shall seem 
Father--two are one, seem to me so fully dis-|to me unreasonable. 
Yet last evening, in answer to my reasonable 
contrary, that Iwill now turn to another part|demand for some explicit statement of this doc-’ 
of his argument of last evening. trine of the Trinity, in the very words of the 
The proposition, which is the subject of this;Great Teacher, who came from Gud “to bear 
discussion, requires me to believe that, “In the; witness to the truth,” or at least in the words 
unity of the Godhead there are three persons,|of some of his Apostles—a demand which I 
of one substance, power, and eternity.’’ This|urged as all the more imperative, because the 
doctrine is more objectionably stated in the!doctrine’ of three persons in one God isso ex- 
creeds of the Presbyterian and Episcopal church-!ceedingly incongruous and apparently contra- 
es, and yet if must be believed, or at least as-jdictory to the divine unity ; I say, Mr. Presi- 
sented to, (assent being often mistaken for be-|dent, when I urged this reasonable demand last 
lief,) as a condition of admission to the fellow-|evening, how did my brother treat it? Youre- 
ship of those churches. For, notwithstanding |member, he told you and me, that the unity of 
what the 5th article of my bréther Lee’s ereed,| God was as great a mystery as the Trinity; that 
and the Ist chapter of the Presbyterian Confes-|the nature of Deity was incomprehensible by us, 
sion of Faith, and the 6th article of the creed|that his very existence was and is a profound 
of the Episcopal Church—notwithstanding what|mystery to beings such a8 we are; nay, more, 
these may say of their deference to the Bible, jhe said, that our own existence and nature are 
as the ultimate rule of their faith, no man, how-|also very mysterious. I acknowledge, of course, 
ever earnest may be his declaration of faith in|the truth of all he said. No sane man would 
the Bible, however diligently and prayerfully {contradict him. Bat he did not blunt the point 
he may have studied it—nay, though he may|jof my demand, which is just as bright and sharp 
draw out the several articles of his faith in the|as it was before, and shall be driven home with 





very words of that sacred Volume—no man|the same vigor. His remarks may have be- 


will be admitted to the fellowsaip of any of!clouded his own vision of what I urged; but 
4 


~ 
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they, did not obscure my sight in the least. 
Through all the mist he attempted to throw 
‘around this matter, I clearly saw the great re- 
vealed truth that “ God is one,’’ revealed to 
Moses and by him and the Prophets proclaimed 
to the world, in opposition to the Trinities of 
Egypt and India, and all other forms of Poly- 
theism, d clearly saw the unity of God, re-affirm- 
ed and solemnly declared by Jesus Christ in the 
words of Moses, ‘‘ Hear O {srael: The Lord our 
God is one Lord,” and reiterated by himself and 
his Apostles at various times and in diverse 
manners, especially by the Apostle Paul, in that 
singularly explicit passage, which I hold up con- 
tinually before the eyes of my brother here, and 
all believers in his doctrine of three persons in 
one God, I mean the Ist Cor. viii. 4-6, ‘‘ There 
is none other God but one ; for though there be 
that are called Gods, whether in heaven or in 
earth, (as there be Gods many and Lords many) 
to us there 1s but one God, the Father, of whom 
are all things, and we in him, and one Lord, Je- 
sus Christ, by whom are all things and we by 
him.” I say, sir, through all the mist his re- 
marks were adapted to raise about the point at 
issue between us, (not that he intended to ob- 
‘seure the truth,) through all that mist I saw 
clearly as ever, and see it now, the great reveal- 
ed truth, that the incomprehensible “God, is 
one,’’ and that he is good. And I object to my 
brother’s, doctrine, not so much because is is a 
mystery, as because it is an obvious contradic- 
tion: It seems to me to declare nothing less 
than that there are three Gods—or certainly 
that “God is three.’ The Father who begot, 
the Son who was begotten, and the Holy Ghost 
who conceived the Son, that is, was the mother 
of the Son, And yet the creeds, of which this 
proposition before us is the fouundation, tell me 
that the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Son— 
the mother from her offspring. Now I solemn- 
ly affirm, that so this doctrine does appear to 
me, such seems to my view to be the meaning of 
he language of the churches—objectionable, 
hot so much because it states what is mysteri- 
ous, as: because it declares what seems to me a 
palpable contradiction of the great central 
truth of revealed religion—that ‘ God is one ”” 
“Tam aware, Mr. President, that “in all de- 
partments of human inquiry we find mystery, 
something hidden from us, and beyond our 
present reach, and it would be strange if reli- 
gion were an ‘exception to the general rule. It 
is not. “All the subjects of which it treats are 
by their nature beyond our perfect comprehen- 
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sion. .We may learn something of them, enough 
for present guidance, and comfort and ‘encour- 
agement, and that is all. God, Eternity, Im- 
mortality, Redemption, Accountability, Judg- 
ment—what infinite verities @o these words 
convey, yet how completely are we overwhelmn- 
ed in their contemplation! There isnot one of 
them that we can perfectly explain.” Our own 
souls, as my brother said last evening, are an 
unfathomable mystery to us; how then can we 
expect to find out to bierfootiin the natures ‘of 
God and of Christ?’ Ihave no such expectation, 
I make nosuch demand. I go to the study of 
the Bible with reverential feelings, trusting that 
Ishall find enough for my salvation; not ‘ex- 
pecting to know all things. But what is dis- 
tinctly revealed I do expect to know—what is 
revealed can be no longera mystery. It iss 
mystery to me, how all this vegetable world that 
now lies so dead abont us is to be revived, and 
clothed with the verdure, and bring forth the ~ 
fruits of the new year. But the revelation of 
the glorious fact, that it will be so restored, has 
been made to me more than fifty times, and’ I 
believe the fact, and so am undismayed by this 
seeming death. The fact is revealed to me. ¥ 
know it, I am sure of it. Zhe how all this 
beautiful and wonderful change shall come over 
the vegetable world, is still unrevealed—is still 


a mystery. I know nothing certainly about-it. 


Lhave some opinions, and will:pursue my re- * 
searches further into the hidden truth as I may 
have opportunity. But I shall never find it out 
to perfection. The fact, however, is enough 
for all practical purposes, and that isno mys- 
tery. If a philosopher should tell me that the 
influences of light and heat, wpon certain prop- 
erties in the soil, produced the effect, I should 
believe, though it would leave the process still 
a mystery. But if he should tell me’that the 
influences of light and heat, under the same cir: 
cumstances, were destructive to vegetable life, 
I should demur, because the latter statement is 
contradictory to the former. 

Mystery and contradiction you see, Mr. Chair- 
man, are very different things. The union-be< 
tween God and Christ is a subject beyond our 


| perfect comprehension—it is therefore a myste- 


ry ; but as Christ has declared that he could 
‘‘do nothing of himself.” and he “ spake not of 
himself,” but only “as the Father gave him 
commandment,” that “allypower was given to 
him,” I cannot help thinking, that those:who as- 
sert he was equal with the Father, and independ 


ent ia his authority, are in error. — 


_ 
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) contradict his plain assertions respectivg him- 
self. So when Christ asserts, that he did not 
know of a future event—the day of judgment-- 
(Mark xiii. 32,) the assertion of my brother Lee, 
that he was nevertheless omniscient, is evident- 
Ty a denial of what he said. The limits of 
Christ’s knowledge I cannot define, but he plain- 
ly asserted that some limits do exist, which was 
2 distinct denial of omniscience. 

Now again, in regard to the proposition we 
are discussing, Moses and the Prophets, Christ 
and his Apostles, teach and reiterate in various 
ways the great truth that Godis one. The pro- 
position of my brother Lee declares that he is 
three. Here, then, is not so much a mystery as 
a@ contradiction. And it is the ccntradiction I 
object to, more than the mystery. There may 
be a great sublime truth ina mystery, but there 
can be no truth in acontradiction. Still the 
Wesleyan Church, and all other self-styled or- 
thodox churches, hold up this contradiction to 
be believed, and will account no man a Chris- 
tian, whe does not at least profess to believe 
what seems to me to contradict the plainest de- 
elarations of the Bible. I offer them my faith 
respecting God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit, ex- 
pressed precisely in the language used by Christ 
and his Apostles. But they reject that, and in- 
sist upon their creeds. I reply, show me the 
doctrine of your creed expressed in the words 
of Christ or his Apostles, just as I am to receive 
it, and I will assent to it as true, and do my 
best to believe it. So Ihave said again and 
again. So said that holy and learned man, Dr. 
Watts, the author of the Psalms and Hymns 
that are used in most of our churches. I read 
you, last evening, an extract from his most 
touching address to the Deity on this very point. 
In it he alleges, that, if this doctrine of the 
Trinity be true, it is nowhere stated in the Bible 
go precisely, that he knows how to receive it, 
and there is much else there which seems.utter- 
ly irreconcileable with such a doctrine. [read 
that touching appeal to show you. sir, that oth- 
er and more enlightened, and every way better 
men than I am, find the same difficulty with my- 
self, and turning, asI do, to the Bible, ask to 
have the doctrine of the Trinity shown to them 
stated there. gs it is to be believed. 

Brother Lee met that solemn appeal from Dr. 
Watts, with the slighting remark, that the Dr. 
was not much of a theologian—that he was a 
poet rather than a Biblical scholar-—more than 
intimating that poets were not apt to know much 
about Divinity. Brother Lee forgot himself in 
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that hasty remark. He forgot that Moses (if he 
were, as many believe him to have been, the au- 
thor of the book of Job,) was one «f the sub- 
limest poets that ever lived: that David, with 
all his glaring faults of character, was a great 
poet, and yet, if he wrote the Psalms must have 
been a great theologian, too; and that the 
Prophets, one and all of them, clothed most of 
their sublime doctrines and glowing anticipa- 
tions in poetry ! ; 

Mr. Lee—Ah! they were inspired by God. 

Mr. May—And are not all true poets inspired? 

But this is aside from our subject. To Dr. 
Watts’ and to my own most reasonable demand 
for at least one distinct statement of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity from the Bible. All that 
my brother Lee has hitherto done, and all that 
he will be able to do, if we continue our dis- 
cussion until the close of the year, will be to 
bring forward from the Scriptures divine titles, 
that were bestowed vpon Christ very much as 
they were by the Hebrews, upon some of their 
prophets, princes, and Judges; ascriptions of 
power, wisdom, goodness to Christ, that would 
seem to be attributable only to God. But, in 
most instances, the context of such passages 
show at a glance, that all such ascriptions of 
divine attributes and divine offices to Christ are 
made in subordination to his Father and our 
Father—-his God and our God. 


FOURTH EVENING—MARCH 7. 
MR. LEB’S FIRST SPEECH. 


{n resuming the discussion after several days 
intermission, I wish to indicate my line of pol- 
icy for time to come. I am satisfied that pub- 
lic sentiment requires us disputants to confine 
ourselves to the question in issue, and not to 
leave it to discuss other maiters. 

As I have the affirmative, and have the case 
to make out, it is absolutely required of me to 
spread my arguments before those who choose 
to hear, whether they are immediately replied 
to or not. 

I cannot control Mr. May in regard to his 
time and manner of replying. I would not, if 
I could. ‘They are rightfully his own; subject 
to the judgment of the people who come to hear 
us. 

Now, as he has not seen fit to reply to my 
arguments in the consecutive order in which I 
have introduced them, but has offered replies to 
some portions of them, and other portions not 
noticed, so that, some of my earliest argumentg 
remains unnoticed, while some of the laticr 
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ones have been attempted to be replied to—; This second attempt is more significant, if 
breaking up the chain of my argument, so that} possible, for when I suggested that “Mos eB ‘and 
T cannot defend them in the order in which I| David were inspired by God, he replied in de- 
have advanced them; I feel myself driven toa] fence of his favorite Dr. Watts, “ Are not am 
course, which I have no doubt will increase the} poets inspired ? 
interest of the discussion. Mr. May here said, “ All true poets” was ‘my 
I shall leave my rejoinders, or, what you]|remark. a 
may call my replies to Mr. May, until the con-| Mr.Lee. Very well. All true poets let it be. 
clusion of my direct arguments ;.and then, re-| Thus did he place Watts and all true poets 
ply, by defending my arguments against his at-| by the side of Moses, David, Isaiah, “Matthew 
tacks upon them, in the same chain like order} Mark, Luke, John, Peter and Paul. 
in which I advance them. Ishall only correct} But his own argument overwhelms him. 
some errors in matter of fact, nake some brief} Most of the poets have been Trinitarians, and 
explanations, or, announce what will be the|Dr. Watts enjoyed all his poetic inspiration 
ground of my reply on a given point, and then] while a Trinitarian, and then after the Muses 


press on with my direct argument io its close. 


had departed from him, in his old age, he be- 


A few points in matters past require a notice|came a Unitarian. 


before I take up my line of argumeni. 

The creed question has been forced upon this 
discussion by Mr. May. In his last addres 
made this distinct point which he pressed with 
great earnestness. That the doctrine of the 
Trinity being placed in the creed, none can 
join the church who do not believe it. 

This is a misapprehension of the question in 
discussion. The question is not, is if right 
to make creeds ; but is the doctrine of the 
Trinity true. There are those who will main- 
tain that it is not proper to write it as part of 
a creed, even if they believe if be true. The 
question is not, is it right to exclude a person 
from the church, because he does not believe in 
the doctrine of the Trinity, but is that doctrine 
true. Mr. May battled against the exclusion of 
persons from the church, by creeds as though 
that were the question. Does he not know bet- 
ter , or does he doit to divert attention from 
the real issue? 

Another point which is foreign to the ques- 
tion, is, his labored defence of the poets, as 
theologians. The only point he made here, 
is his reference to the poetry of inspired men, 
as Moses and David, to prove that uninspired 
poets are likely to be good’ theologians. Mo- 
ses and David &. This second attempt which 
he has made during this discussion, to lay unin- 
spired authors by the side of the writers of the 
Scriptures, as of equal importance and author- 
ity, will not fail to leave its impressions on 
your minds, in regard to his views of the in- 
spiration of the Scriptures. 

The first case was his reference to the man- 
ner in which Rabbies quote from the Old Tes- 
tament in proof of the sense in which the wri- 
ters of the New Testament quote. 


“ All true poets are inspired” says Mr. May. 
Listen then to the glorious effusions of the 


3 he|insviration of Dr. Watts. 


“ Glory to God the Trinity, 

Whose name has mysteries unknown ; 
In essence One, in person Three ; 

A social nature, yet alone,’ 


“To praise the Father, and the Son, 

’ And Spirit all divine, 

The One in Three, and the Three in One, 
Let saints and angels join” ‘ 


“9 God the Fether, God the Son, 
And God the Spirit, Three in One, 
Be honor, praise and glory given, 
By all on earth, and all in heaven.” 


* Honor to the Almighty Three, 
And everlasting One ; 
All glory to the Father be, 
The Spirit, and the Son.” 
To our eternal God, - 
The Father, and the Son, 
And Spirit, all divine, 
_ Three mysteries in one, 
Salvation, power, By all on earth, 
And praise be given, And all in heaven.” 


T will now notice one of his arguments which 
really belongs to the question. 

T argued that Christ possessed all the attrib- 
utes by which God is distinguished. To this he 
pretended to reply. -But I answer? 

1. That reply was but partial. @€ made five: 
distinct attributes, and he replied in regard to 
only three of them—Eteruity, Omnipotence and 
Omniscience. I noticed Omnipresence and im 
mutability, the first of which told with more 


‘Power on the theory he advocates than aay 
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other argument ; these he passed in silence, while 
he replied on the ground of intinite goodness, 
as though I had urged the sinlessness of Christ, 
about which I said not one word (!) This may 
appear strange, but it will be explained ina 
moment. 

2. This reply, as far as it went, was based 
upon a false principle of reasoning. It did no 
more than to array one class of texts agaiust 
another. No attempt was made to examine my 
arguments, nor to examine the texts I quoted 
to show that they did not mean what I supposed 

‘them to mean. But other texts were quoted 
which he supposed asserted something else. 
This tends merely to array the Bible against 
itself, and to destroy confidence in its inspir- 
ation. To illustrate, I quoted, “‘ Lord, thou 
knowest all things.” ‘“ As the Father knoweth 
me,even so know I the Father ;”’ and he quotes 
in reply, “ Of that day and hour knoweth no 
man, no not the angels in heaven, nor the son, 
but my Father only.””’ Now he gains nothing 
by this, as I will show you. 

-(1.) If both texts are true, he gains nothing, 
for then it follows that he knows all things, 
and that he has the same knowledge of the in- 
comprehensible Father, that the Father has of 
him, which implies all that I contend for, and 
my argument remains untouched, since all that 
I contend for is consistent with his texts. 

(2.) Lf both text are not true, his texts are 
as likely to be false as mine, and of course he 
gains nothing in the argument. In attempting 
to destroy the credibility of my witness, there 
is an equal doubt thrown over his own. 

(3.) If he claims a victory on the ground 
that his texts are true and mine are not, which 
is the only ground upon which he can claim 
the argument, he reaps his victory over the 
ruin of the Bible, which he appears about jas 
anxious to overthrow as he does the Trinity. 

(4.) While his success depends upon making 
it appear that a large portion of the Bible does 
not mean what it says, my success depends upon 
my being able to harmonize all these texts, and 
to save the whole Bible—Of which he does not 
seem to be very choice. 

- This I trust I shall do in due time. 

But let me show you the weakness of this 
method of argumentation. 

He quoted in opposition to my views of 
Christ’s. power, his words to his disciples, 
«“ Greater works than these shall ye do.” Now 
this proves that the apostles had more power 
than Christ, or it does not prove how much, or 
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how little power he had ; in which case it does 
not meet my argument. He must then admit 
that he has proved Christ inferior to the apos- 
tles, or admit that he has not met my argument. 
But the main pointis this; he quotes—“ greater 
than these shall ye do.” Now suppose I adopt 
his method of reply, and quote Christ’s words, 
“without me ye can do nothing.’ 4s any thing 
gained by thus opposing text to text. Certain- 
ly not, it is a false method of arguing. 

3. His reply assumes that to prove that Christ 
was man, isto prove that he is not God. The 
theological system of which the Trinity is a 
part, contends that Christ was both God and 
man ; and I will proteed to this point in due 
time. Christ is presented in the Scriptures in 
a three fold point of light. As God, as man, 
and as God and man united in one Christ. 
Again, he is seen in a three fold position cor- 
responding to the former. In the light of the - 
glory which he had with the Father before the 
world was ; then in the light of his humility 
and suffering ; and then inthe light of his exal- 
tation to the throne after his resurrection as the 
humanity participating in the glory'and author- 
ity of the throne, asa reward of its redeeming 
sufferings. 

Keep these distinctions in view, and all those 
otherwise apparently contradictory texts will 
be harmonized. And it will be observed,—it is 
my effort to make the Scriptures harmonize, 
but his course is to array one class of texts 
against another, I submit, that itis a danger- 
ous work. Those who embrace a system, the 
defence of which is a constant work of arraying 
Bible against Bible, cannot fail, however imper- 
ceptibly, to weaken their own faith’ in the in- 
spiration of the Scriptures. Whether those 
who have adopted such a theory, do or do nof, 
already exhibit less confidence in the inspira- 


. |tion of the Scriptures, I will leave others to de- 


termine by the light of common observation. 

The texts which he has quoted in reply to me 
on the attributes of Christ, are absolutely es- 
sential to my theory ; they are the very texts . 
which I shall quote to prove the humanity of 
Christ. He is thus urging against me, that 
upon which I rely for support. I affirm that 
Christ is both God and man, and he replies that 
he is not God, because he is man. Is this , fair 
argumentation? This matter we will settle 
hereafter. 

4. I have one more point of light in which to, 
consider his reply on the attributes of Christ. 
My rejoinder what remains of it, is contained 
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in a single text of Scripture, which you may 
find in 2 Kings vi. 5. It reads thus, “ Alas 
master. for it was borrowed.” It wasread from 
a printed tract, or argument, Entitled, “ Our 
Lord Jesus Christ ; By William Elliott Jr.” It 
does not contain any notice of the argument 
concerning the Omnipresence and immutability 
of Christ, but did contain a notice of his good- 
ness about which Isaid nothing ; and that is the 
probable reason why Mr. May’s reply was of the 
same partial character. 

Ido not bring this as an objection to Mr. 
May’s course, he had a perfect right so-to do, 
and Ido not and will not complain. I only 
claim that it ag my right tohave the audience 
know with whom I debate. My friend is wel- 
come to bring whom he pleases, living or dead, 
only let it be known with whom I am engaged 
in controversy and I will be content, 

One point more—He talked about placing me 
“upon the horns of a dilemma about the concep- 
tion of Christ by the Holy Ghost, but I must 
confess, he left so much darkness about the sub- 
ject that Ihave not been able to find either 
horn of his dilemma to get upon it, and will 
elaim his indulgence while Task an explanation 
of his views in relation to the origin and nature 
of Jesus Christ. 

1. Had Jesus, the Son of Mary, a human fath- 
er, or was his conception wholly miraculous, 
being accomplished by the power of the Holy 
Ghost. 

This was said after turning toward Mr. May, 
wh» replied, ‘‘I believe that Jesus Christ was 
the Son of Joseph and Mary.” 

‘2. Was the elemental nature of Christ entire 
and complete human nature, and no more than 
perfect human nature ? 

Mr. May said, “I believe that he was a per- 
fect nan.” 

3, Did Christ possess conscious existence be- 
fore he was born of Mary, or did he commenco 
his existence with her? 

Mr. May said, “ Touching that matter I am 
in doubt. Iam not clear whether or not all 
-men existed prior to this present life. I am 
however inclined to the Humanitarian idea of 
the nature of Christ—that he was only a man.” 

“Mr. Lee then remarked. : Ihave still one more 
question for my friend to answer if he pleases. 

4, What is the Holy Ghost ot which, the an- 
gel said to Joseph, in reference to Mary’s pros- 
pective Son; “that which is conccived in her 
is’of the Holy Ghost?” The question is what 
is that Holy Ghost ? 


Hon!el 








four thousand years before he was. 
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Mr. May replied ; 
spirit of God.” 

I have now said all I deem it necessary to, 
until I close my direct arguments, which I now 
resume. 2 

III. The works which none but God ean do” 
were performed by Christ. 

1. Creation was performed by Christ. 

This has’ been involved in proving other ~ 
points, but shall now be made the point of i 
cussion. 

I make it distinctly here, because it is very 
essential to the chain of argument Ihave pro- 
posed to furnish in favor of the Deity of Christ.” 

‘** All things were made by him and without 
him was not any thing made that was aoe 
John i. 3. 

There is an explicit text, which my friend hag 
so often insisted upon my giving him, andseuch 
explicit texts he shall have to the end of the dis- 
cussion. 

Mr. May said, “an explicit text in favor of 
the doctrine of the Trinity I asked. 

Mr. Lee said, If an explicit text cannot prove 
one thing it cannot prove another. If he will 
not receive an explicit text in favor of a por-* 
tion- of the argument which is essential to the 
theory, he will not accept one in favor of the 
entire'theory—nor can he reasonably demand 
it. ButIhold him to his contract now and 
shall hold him there to the end of the discussion. 

“He was in the world and the world was 
made by him.”” Verse 10. 4 

“Tn whom we have redemption through his 
blood even the forgiveness of sins; Who isthe 
image of the invisible God, the first born of 
every creature: For by him were all things 
created, that are inheaven, and that are inearth, 
visible'and invisible, whether they be thrones, 
or dominions, or principalities, or powers: all 
things were created by him, and forhim: And 
he is before all things, and by him all things” 
consist :”” Col. i. 14-15. 

Great stress war laid upon the first clause of 
this text. But this can mean nothing to the 
purpose of my friend, unless it means the first 
created of every creature. 

This cannot be however because :— 

1. According to my theory, his divine nature 
was never created. 

2. According to the theory of my friend, he 
was not the first created. Adam = created. 
“ Abraham 
was created about two thousand years before, 
Christ. ‘ 


“3 I aes that bad wan bed 
14 ie 
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8. The expression, ‘first born of every crea- 
ture” has reference to rank and not age or pre- 
existence. 

Mr. May said—“ Very elt so I think.” 

“For whom he did foreknow, he also did pre- 
destinate to be conformed to the image of his 
Son, that he might be the first-born among 

_Taany brethren.’? Rom. viii. 29. 

First-born, here means the chief or head of 
all the redeemed and sayed. So in verse 18, 
following the ones quoted above: 

“And he is the head of the body, the church ; 
who is the beginning, the first-born from the 
dead ; that in all zhings he might have the pre- 
eminence.” 


MR. MAY’S. FIRST SPEECH. 

Mr. chairman, I cannot show how inapplica- 
ble the arguments of my brother Lee are, in his 
review of my reply, without going over my ar- 
guments entire, and I prefer to leave the matter 
for the present as it now stands. What I at- 
tempted to show was, that the Saviour, by his 
own language, disclaimed all such attributes as 
my brother Lee attached to him by the quota- 
tions he applied to him. He aimed to lessen the 
impression made by the words of the Saviour, 
which I introduced by telling you it-was read 
from a printed pamphlet. And so it was. For 
there the texts were to my hand, and I read 
them, making such running comments as I 
thought proper. I have these words of Christ, 
and gave them to you to weigh against the in- 
ferences my opponent drew from the passages 
he quoted and employed to make out his argu- 
ments. 

There were many things in Mr. Lee’s remarks 
that are not worthy of reply—all that about po- 
etry, for instance. I am willing you should 
jadge whether Dr. Watts had lost either his in- 
spiration or his piety, before becoming a Unita- 
rian. His words are before you. They shall 
speak. 

Iam sorry not to go on inreply to the line of 
argument directly. But my brother Lee has 
laid the necessity upon me by his course in this 
discussion. 

Before I proceed to examine the arguments 
which my brother Lee has offered this evening, 
Imust devote some time to certain things that 
he:said when we were last here.. One of them, 
atleast, is wholly irrelevant, and you must hold 
my opponent responsible for its introduction- 

Rather abruptly, quite unnecessarily, and it 
seemed to me, somewhat roguishly§ my brother 
brought me up against what he seemed to think 
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a theological stump, that I could neither get’ 
over nor around. ; 
_In order, sir, that Mr. Lee and the audience 
may know that I have a little learning on this 
point, I will give it first in the Greek language. 
It was “ Theta epsilon omicron delta omicron ro 
eta, Pi alpha ro kappa epsilon ro,” which being 
done into plain English, is neither more nor less 
than Theodore Parker, the great bug-bear of 
the American Church. Mr. Lee held him up to 
you as the model Unitarian, and the most illus- 

trious theologian in our denomination. 

Mr. Lee-~-My friend is mistaken. I did not 
hold Mr. Parker up as a model Unitarian, much 
less as a great theologian. I could not so belie 
my idea of a theologian. “ You misrepresent 
me.”? ‘ 

Mr. May— What did you say, then? 

Mr. Lee--I said distinguished Unitarian. 

Mr. May—You said distinguished theologian. 
. Lee—Oh, no! You misunderstood me. 

. May—I am sure you did. 

. Lee—If I said so I will take it all back, 
for I will not stultify my own common sense by 
saying or persisting in saying anything like that. 

Mr. May--I certainly understood friend Lee 
as commending Mr. Parker as a prominent mem- 
ber of the Unitarian denomination, and distin- 
guished as an expounder of Unitarianism. 
Whatever may be his opinion of him, Mr. Par-. 
keris a very distinguished theologian, and a 
man, perhaps, of more varied and extensive 
learning than any other man in our country. 
He believes, on some points, as Unitarians do, 
but on several other very important:points he’ 
has departed widely from the faith which they 
deem essential. He has been repudiated and 
denounced by all the Unitarian ministers of 
Boston and the vicinity. It is not their fault, 
that he often has the largest congregation that 
assembles to hear any Protestant preacher in 
these United States, not excepting the Rev. 
Henry Ward Beecher, his only rival in this re- 
spect. The Boston Association worked quite an 
ingenious traverse to get him out of their body, 
and the American Unitarian Association have 
run the risk of almost setting up a creed, in or- 
der so to define their position that it could not 
possibly be confounded with his. I shall pre- 
sent my brother Lee with a copy of the declara- 
tion of their faith, that he may never again 
make so great a mistake as to identify Mr. Par- 
ker with the Unitarians. It is as unfair as it- 
would be to class Dr. Bushnell or Dr. Rdward. 
Beecher, with the Princeton theologians. Why,” 
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air, since 1845, L know of but, three Unitarian 
ministers in the country, besides myself, who 
have preached in Mr. Parker’s pulpit, or invit- 
ed him to preach in their pulpits. On us four, 
therefore, and no more, let the condemnation 
rest of having given the hand of fellowship to 
Theodore Parker. The Unitarians, as a body, 
Tam sure have done enough, and more than 
enough, to exonerate themselves from this grave 
charge. For myself, sir, [am ready, here or 
anywhere else, to avow my respect and love for 
that great heresiarch, notwithstanding that I 
differ widely from him in theological belief. 
And I shall be happy, here or anywhere else, to 
give my reasons for the regard in which I hold 
him—reasons which Iam sure my brother Lee 
will appreciate and honor, if no one else in this 
assembly does. f 

And for what purpose, sir, did my opponent 
introduce Theodore Parker the other evening? 
It was, that he might tell us, on the high author- 
ity of that gentleman, that the Unitarians have 
the art of explaining away whatsoever they find 
in the Bible, that contradicts their own reason. 
If, sir, this be a reproach, and if it really attach- 
es to the Unitarians, it lies against all other 
Protestant. denominations, ‘just as much as 
against us.. In fact, sir, the whole body Protes- 
tant set us a glaring example in this direction, 
and the diverse sects into which that body has 
. got divided have only followed that example. 

Where is there to be found, in all the Bible, 
@ more explicit, or so emphatic a declaration of 
any doctrine, as of the great Roman Catholic 
doctrine. of Transubstantiation. I will turn, 
sir, to the 6th chapter of John, and read to you 
from the 48 to the 56th verse, inclusive. 

“Tam that bread of life. Your fathers did 
eat mannain the wilderness, and are dead. This 
is the bread which cometh down from heaven, 
that a man may eat thereof, and not die. Iam 
the living bread which came down from heaven, 
if any man eat of this bread, he shall live for- 
ever: and the bread that I will give is my flesh 
which I will give for the life of the world. The 
Jews therefore strove among themselves, say- 
ing, How can this man give us his flesh to eat? 
Then Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say 
anto you, Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of 
man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in you. 
Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, 
*. hath eternal life ; and I will raise him up at the 
last day. For my flesh is meat indeed, and my 
blood is drink indeed. He that eateth my flesh, 
eid. drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and I 
io him. 
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Then turn to Matt. xxvi. 26, and read, that at 
the last supper with his disciples, Jesus “ took 
bread and blessed it, and brake it and gave it’ 
to the disciples, and said, Take, eat, this is my 
body.” In like manner, “ he took the cup, and 
gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying, this 
is my blood.” ue 

Now, sir, my friend on the other side has not 
produced, and he cannot produce from the Bi- 
ble one passage in which his doctrine of the 
Trinity isso plainly, so emphatically declared 
as the doctrine of Transubstantiation is declar- 
ed in the passages I have just read, and yet the 
whole Protestant world rejects this Popish doc- 
trine, not because it lacks proof from holy writ, 
(for it were impossible to desire language that 
should state any doctrine more clearly and em- 
phatically,) but because the doctrine itself con- 
tradicts reason—nay, is ® violent absurdity. 
But before Him, who knows the sincerity of my’ 
words, I aver that the Roman Catholic doctrine, 
which would have us believe that at the sacra- 
ment of the Lord’s Supper, the bread and wine, 
by some mysterious, miraculous change, be- 
comes the body and blood of Jesus does not. 
seem to me so violently, aye,so fearfully absurd 
asthe doctrine of the Trinity, because I know 
that the body and blood of a man are composed 
of the same chemical elements that are to be 
found in bread and wine. But my brother Lee 
asks me to believe, that in God there are three 
persons, and yet but one person ; that is to say, 
asthe language means to my understanding, 
three Gods and yet but one God. Nay, more, 
in his creed, of which this is the basis, he calls 
upon me to believe that the same being was 


‘| both infinite and finite in his attributes, having 


all power, and yet being incapable-of himself 
of doing anything omniscient: knowing all 
things, and yet ignorant of some things: the 
holiest one, and yet not good in comparison 
with another being, to whom he referred ; inca- 
pable of suffering, and yet sweating blood in his 
agony ; nay, more, this marvellous doctrine (so 
far as I can understand the meaning of the lan- 
guage in which it stands in all the creeds of the 
orthodox churches,) requires me to believe that 
the Creator, preserver, constant supporter of 
the universe, incarnated himself in the womb 
of a virgin, became a man, dwelt among men; 
received their adoration as Jehovah, then expir- 
ed on the‘cross, and laid parts of three days in 
the tomb. This doctrine, so self-contradictory, 


so incomprehensible, my brother Lee, and the, | 


other orthodox ministers require me to believe, , . 
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apon evidence far less explicit than that whichthen published the discourse containing strange” 


the Catholic Church offers for its doctrine of 
Transubstantiation, but’ which, nevertheless, 
they and the whole Protestant world reject, be- 
cause it is absurd, and they explain the passag- 
es on which it rests to mean something else. 
Then, sir, there is the doctrine of Baptism ; 
what plain example have we, throughout the 
New Testament, of any instance of Baptism be- 
ing ‘administered to infants, or in any other 
mode than one which required the recipient to 
go down into the water? And yet, sir, more 
than half the orthodox Protestant world have 
rejected that scriptural doctrine, explaining 
away the texts on which it rests, and the time 
~ was when the Baptists were hated and persecu- 
ted worse than the Unitarians now are. But, 
bolder yet ; the only Sabbath instituted in the 
Bible; was the day of rest on the Seventh day. 
Not a syllable is to be found in the New Testa- 
ment, requiring or authorizing the change to 
the first day of the week, and yet the whole 
Christian world have dared to make that change, 
excepting a very small remnant, who still ob- 
serve the seventh day. 
I might, sir, if there were time, adduce quite 
a number more of instances, in which the Pro- 
testant world, in the exercise of the right of 
private judgment, have set at nought the obvi- 
ous meaning of passages in the Bible, and ex- 
plained them away, because that meaning was 
contradictory to reason. Sir, they who live in 
such a glass house as the whole Protestant 
Church is, should not throw stones at those of 
us who find ourselves impelled, in the exercise 
of our spiritual liberty, to put up a simpler the- 
ological fabric than that which was reared by 
Calvin, or the Westminster Divines, or the 
founder of the English Church, upon the foun- 
dation which Athenasius or St. Augustine laid. 
For the same stone they hurl at us may be 
thrown upon them by the Catholic Church, and 
grind them to powder. There is no consistent 
stopping place, Mr. chairman, between the Ro- 
man Catholic Church, which assumes to teach 
the people all they need to know, from a source 
higher than the Bible, and the position which 
we Unitarians take, that every individual should 
be urged to go to Jesus and learn of him, and 
left to be fully persuaded, in his own mind, of 
any doctrine he is called upon to receive. My 
good friend, General Granger, who has denoun- 
eed me so flippantly as an infidel, and his pas- 
tor, the Rev. Mr. Ashly, who has held me up, 
_ from his pulpié, to the dread of his people, and 















misrepresentations of my principles and doo-" 
trines, I say, sir, these gentlemen must go (a8 w 
considerable number of Episcopalians in Eng- 
land have gone,) back into the bosom of the’ 
Roman Catholic Church, or else continue to live, 
as they now do, ina glass house with windows 
broken to pieces by the recoil of the stones they 
have thrown at me. Isay once moré, we Pro-’ 
testants, of every name, must go back into the’ 
lap of mother church, and there shut our eyes: 
and open our mouths, and swallow what she 
may give us to make us wise, or else, sir, like 
men in understanding, we must open our own 
eyes, look after God in nature and revelation, 
that we may-find-him and the eternal verities : 
those everlasting principles of impartial right- 
eousness and love on which the pillars of God’s 
moral government rest, and on which the pres- 
ent and eternal welfare of every a and ° 
moral being depends. 

Tam sorry that I have been drawn away 60 
long from the precise topic we are discussing, 
but I have said no more than. Mr. Lee’s quota- 
tion from Mr. Parker required that I should say. 

Let us now return, sir, to the arguments 
which Mr. Lee offered here last Thursday even- 
ing. After he had made some replies to what I 
had said the evening before, he resumed the 
quotation of passages from the Bible, in sup- 
port of the proposition, that in “unity of the: 
Godhead there are three persons, of one sub- 
stance, power, and eternity.” All that he had 
said, hitherto, had been intended only to prove 
the Deity of Christ. And thus did he attempt 
still further, to establish this part of his propo- 
sition. 

In Joel i. 32, we read, “it shall come to pass, 
that whosoever shall call on the: name of the 
Lord shall be delivered ; for in Mount Zion and 
in Jerusalem shall deliverance,” &c. : 

In Acts i., Peter declared the occurrences on 
the day of Pentecost, to be a fulfilment of the 
prophecy in Joel: and particularly the 21st 
verse said, “it shall come to pass that whoso- 
ever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be 
saved.” ro 

This seemed to my brother to be proof posi- 
tive, that the same person is indicated in both 
places under the name of “ the Lord,” and that 
that person was Jesus Christ. But, if my friend 
had only read to you a few of the verses that’ 
follow the 21st verse of this 1st chapter of Acta, 
you would have seen that Jesus could not have 
been considered by Peter as “ the Lord,” in the 
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sense of Jehovah, for he. speaks: of him as ‘‘a 


man, approved of God among you by miracles 
and wonders and signs, which God did by him,”’ 
as, having “been crucified and. slain,” and as 
one whom “ God hath raised up,’”’ and as being 
“by the right hand of God exalted.” 

Nor would my brother have strengthened the 
argument he endeavored to hold up, by this 
chain of texts, if he had read the context of the 
one that he adduced from Rom. x. 13, 14, for in 
the 9th. verse of that same chapter he would 
have read, “if thou shalt confess with thy 
mouth the Lord Jesus,and shalt believe in thine 
heart that God hath raised him from. the dead, 
thou shalt be saved.” How then can he ask me 
to believe that a being who died, who was rais- 
ed from the dead, and exalted to the right hand 
of God, was himself that very same eternal, un- 
changeable, impassible Jehovah who raised Je- 
sus from the dead. He may ask me if he will, 
bat I cannot gratify him so muchas to yield my 
convictions to evidence that is so easily dissi- 
pated. 

Malachi iii.I, “Behold I will send my mes- 
senger, and he shall prepare the way before me, 
and the Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly 
come to his temple, even the messenger of the 
covenant, whom ye delightin ; behold he shall 
come, saith the Lord of hosts.’ 

if there is any reliance to be placed upon the 
roles of grammar, Mr. chairman, we need not 
look beyond. this text itself, to see that there is no 
evidence here of the doctrine it was adduced to 
prove. Nothing can be plainer in a compound 
sentence,than that two persons are spoken of 
in this. verse by the name of “ the Lord’’—one 
the Lord, even the messenger of the covenant, 
and the other the Lord of Hosts. I need only 
to read it to you again. It is unnecessary, there- 
fore, to go with my brother into the examina- 
tion of the texts he quoted from Matt. xi. 10, 
11, Mark i. 2, 3, for [have no dispute with him 
as to what is there asserted. I believe Jesus 
came in the name of the Lord, and I know he 
was. often called Lord ; but that proves nothing 
bat what we have seen and said a hundred times, 
that the titles of Godeare often given to his 
messengers and prophets. 

Exodus xxxi. 13, “Speak thou also unto the 
children of Israel, saying, Verily, my Sabbaths 
ye. shall keep; for it isa sign between me and 
you throughout your generations ; that ye may 
know that Lam the Lord that doth sanctify. you.’ 

Matt. xii, 8, “For the Son of man is Lord, 
eyen of the Sabbath day,” 
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The argument of my. brother, based on these; 
texts taken in connection, was that, as Jesus, the: 
Son of man, is Lord of the Sabbath day, there-) 
fore he must be identically the same being who: 
instituted. the Sabbath and commanded its. ob- 
servance. 

Undoubtedly, among the powers given to rt 
sus by God, was “the power to establish a sys-- 
tem of religion under which the Sabbath would 
be changed from a day of physical rest to one» 
of spiritual awakening. He could, therefore, 
grant a freedom to his disciples unknown to the, 
scrupulous Pharisees.” 

In Mark i. 27, Jesus has put this matter in the 
clearest light. «‘The Sabbath was made for 
man and not man for the Sabbath, therefore the 
Son of man is Lord also.of the Sabbath day.” 
Here we have.a plain intimation of the reason 
why authority was given him to dispense with 
some of the restrictions imposed by. the Mosaic. 
law. * 

But if my friend’s reasoning will hold good, 
to prove Christ the original founder of the Sab- 
bath, because authority over it was given to him, . 
then shall we be able, in the same way, to prove 
that other men are God. Let me give you only 
one out of many illustrations, for it does not. 
seem to me worth while to spend much time up- 
on an argument like this. 

In the 50th Psalm, 7thand 10 verses; we cen 
“Hear O my people, and I will speak ; O Israel,. 
and I will testify against thee ; 1am God, even 
thy God. * ‘d “3 10, Every beast of . 
the forest is mine, and the cattle upon a thou- 
sand hills.” . But in Psalm viii. 5, we read, “OQ 
Lord our Lord,’—* thou hast made him (man) 
a little lower than the angels, and hast crowned 
him with glory and honor. ‘Thou madest him 
to have dominion over the works of thy hands; 
thou hast put all things under his feet; all 
sheep and oxen, yea,and the beasts of the field,” 
&c. Here we certainly have as explicit an as-. 
surance as can be given, of the transfer of the 
dominion: of all things, especially over animals, . 
from God to man; and yet, who would argue 
thence that the beings, God. and man, are iden- 
tical? 

Acts x. 36 ‘The word which God sent unto. 
the children of Israel, preaching peace by Je- 
sus Christ; he is Lord of all.” Read to the 
43d verse. 7 

You see from the context that the person spo- 
ken of as Lord of all, was an inferior, depend-.. 
ent being, to the God of Israel ; that from him, 


he received that anointing which enabled him . 
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to do what he did ; vind him he was raised from 
the dead on the third day, and by him—by God 
—he wae ordained to be the judge of quick and 
dead.” 

This clause, ‘‘ He is Lord of all,” was thrown 
in, as numerous Trinitarian writers concede, not 
to declare the Deity of Jesus Christ, but to ex- 
express still further the reigning thought of the 
whole passage: that the Messiah was not the 
Messiah of the Jews only, but also of the Gen- 

tiles. “These parenthetical words,” says Dr. 
Owen, whose orthodoxy was never doubted. 
“are of great weight, and were meant to prove 
that what Christ preached to the Jews was equal- 
ly applicable to the Gentiles.” 

Dr. Pyle, a distinguished man in the English 
Church about a hundred years ago, expounded 
this passage in the same way. And the Rev. 
Dr. George Hill, Principal of St. Mary’s College, 
St. Andrews, commented thus on this passage— 
“That (that Christ is now Lord of all,) Was 
made manifest by the extraordinary gifts with 
which he endowed the first preachers of his re- 
ligion—gifts sufficient to prove that all power 
in heaven and in earth is now given to him; 
but not sufficient to establish with certainty any 
conclusion which extends to his state previous 
to the time of his receiving that power.’ (See 
Trinitarian Confessions, page 402.) 

It what is said here in the context, were not 
of itself alone sufficient to show the dependence, 
the inferiority of Jesus Christ to. God, the con- 
text of the passage quoted by my brother as the 
next link of this chain of proof would settle 
this point. 1st Cor. xv. 47, “The first manisof 
the earth, earthy; the second man is the 
Lord from heaven.” Of this Lord from heaven 
it is said in the 24th verse of this same chapter, 
‘¢ then cometh the end, when he shall have deliy- 
ered up the kingdom to God, even the Father,” 
and in the 28th verse, ‘‘ when all things shall be 
subdued unto him, then shall the Son also him- 
self be subject unto him that put all things un- 
der him, that God may be all in all.” 

Bat my brother would draw us by the next 
link of his chain, Rom. xvii. 14, to the conclu- 
sion that the same person now called (asI grant 
Jesus often is called.) the Lamb, is indeed the 
Lord of Lords and the King of Kings, for so it 
reads. It happens, very unfortunately for my 


friend’s argument based on this passage, that if 


he will turn to Ezekiel xxvi.7, he will find that 
@ person no more lamb-like than Nebuchadnez- 
zar, was once dignified by a similar title : ‘For 


thus saith the Lord God, Behold J will bring| 
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upon Tyrus Nebuchadnezzar, King of Babylon,, 
a king of kings, from the North, with horses and, 
with chariots,” &c. 

A reference to the same passage will reduce, 
in like manner, the value of the evidence in sup- 
port of his doctrine, which Mr. Lee would draw 
from Rev. xix. 16, where the same high title, 
king of kings, is said to have been on the ves- 
ture and the thigh of him, who a few verses be- 
fore had been called the Word of God. No care- 
ful reader of the Bible, unless too intent upon 
proving a favorite doctrine, would rest the truth 
of so weighty a proposition as the one we are 
discussing, upon the titles that are bestowed 
upon distinguished persons. The Hebrews and 
the Orientals were very extravagant in this par- 
ticular. ’ 

MR. LEE’S SECOND SPEECH. 

Mr. Lee said, When Iclosed my previous re- 
mark, I had just entered upon the argument 
that the works which none but God can do were 
performed by Christ. The point under notice . 
then was, that he created all things. Iwill now 
quote the words of Him whom my friend will 
admitis Jehovah. The words of God the Father 
speaking of the Son. He says: 

“ Of old hast thou laid the foundation of the 
earth; and the heavens are the work of thy 
hands. They shall perish, but thou shalt endure; 
yea, all of them shall wax old like a garment ; 
as a vesture shalt thou change them, and they 
shallbe changed: But thou art the same, and 
thy yearsshall have no end.” Ps. cii. 25-27. 

Now in Heb. i. 8, Paul quotes the entire pas- 
sage from the Psalms, and declares that “God 
saith it unto the Son,’ and adds: 

* Thou Lord, in the beginning hast laid the 
foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the: 
work of thy hands.” Heb. i, 10. 

Here it appears that he whom my friend says 
was the Son of Joseph and Mary, God declares 
laid the foundation of the earth, and with his 
hands made the earth and heaven. NowlI leave 
it with you to decide which is right, my friend 
who affirms one thing,or God the Father, in 
what is said here of the Son. 

2. The work of Providence, or upholding and 
sustaining all things, is ascribed to Christ. 

“Upholding all things by the word of his 
power.”’ Heb. i. 3. 

“By him all things consist.”? Col. i. 17. 

Now, I repeat this text. ‘Upholding all 
things by the word of his power.’ But, it has 
been said that Jesus told his disciples—“ Great 
er works shallye do!’’ There is a very impor 
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tant difference however in the manner of doing 
his works and those attributed to his Apostles. 
Jesus Christ did his mighty works in his own 
name. No other person ever did this. When 
an apostle performed a miracle he said “ Jesus 
maketh thee whole.” Butif Christ performed 
the work he said, I say unto thee,” as in the 
case of the bed-ridden man--“ I say unto thee 
arise take up thy bed and walk.’”’ In his own 
name he spoke to the storm tossed wave “ Be 
etill.” 

His providential power and care is seen in 
many of the miracles he performed. He silen- 
ced the winds, and stilled the waves, and broke 
the slumbers of death. 

To govern and uphold all things he must be 
every where, and possess almighty power. 

Now how can he uphold all things--how can 
all things consist or subsits by him if he isnot 
every where? And if he is every where pres- 
ent he must be God. Some tell us about the 
supremacy of nature’s laws. But whatare the 
laws of nature? They are simply God in na- 
ture manifesting himself any where. And if 
Jesus Christ is upholding all things, and if by 
him all things consist, he must be every where 
present in nature, and must be God. He must 
ride upon every zephyr that wafts its fragrant 
breath on the mountain and along the plain.— 
He itis who gives to the flower its blooming tints 
of every hue—He is seen glowing in the radi- 
ant sun beam—And without him the heart 
would cease to throb and send the life renewing 
current through artery and vein—And in the 
“absence of his power the universe would be 
without law, and every shining orb would miss 
its path and cease to roll along the etherial way ; 
for He “‘ upholdeth all things by the word of his 
power ; and by him all things consist.” 

' Now these are explicit texts for my friend. 

Night after night successively he has called for 
explicit texts. Well: Here they are. Surely 
he has them here. 

3. He pardoned sinners, which God only can 
have aright to do. 

“When Jesus saw their faith, he said unto the 
sick of the palsy, Son, thy sins be forgiven thee. 
But there were certain of the scribes sitting 
there, and reasoning in their hearts. Why doth 
this man thus speak blasphemies? who can for- 
give sins but God only? And immediately, 
when Jesus perceived in his spirit that they so 
reasoned within themselves, he said unto them, 
Why reason ye these things in your hearts? 
Whether is it easier to say to the sick of the 
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palsy, Thy sins be forgiven thee; or to say, 
Arise, and take up thy bed and walk? ‘But that 
ye may know that the Son of man hath power 
on earth to forgive sins.” 

The Jews asserted that none but God could 
forgive sin. 

Christ did not contradict it, but showed that 
he had the power. 

When Christ pardoned that sinner, he iecbna? 
ed the throne above the law, and silenced its ; 
voice and hushed its thunder. 

IV. The worship which belongs only to God 
is rendered to Christ. 

“Thou shalt have no other gods before me. 
Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven im- . 
age, or the likeness of any thing that is in hea- 
ven above, or that is in the earth beneath, or 
that is in the water under the earth: Thou 
shalt not bow down thyself to them, nor serve 
them : forI the Lord thy God am a jealous God.” 
Exo. xx. 3-5. 

“Then saith Jesus unto him, Get thee hence, 
Satan : for it is written, Thou shalt worship the 
Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serye.”’ 
Matt, iv. 10. 

These passages are quoted simply to show 
that worship is only lawful when offered to God. 
Towards all other beings it is forbidden. Now 
let us see if Christ may not be worshipped—and 
indeed, whether we are not commanded to wor- 
ship him. 

“ Kiss the Son, lest he be angry, and ye per- 
ish from the way, when his wrath is kindled but 
a little. Blessed are all they that put their trust 
in him.” Psalm ii. 12. 

“Saying, Where is he that is born King of the 
Jews? for we have seen his star in the east, and 
are come to worshiphim. And when they were 
come inta the house, they saw the young child 
with Mary his mother, and fell down, and wor- 
shipped him : and when they had opened their 
treasures, they presented unto him gifts; gold 
and frankincense, and myrrh. Matt. ii. 2, 11, 

“And behold there came a leper and worship- 
ped him, saying, Lord, if thou wilt, thou cans¢ 
make meclean.”’ Matt. viii. 2. 

“Then they that were in- the ship came and 
worshipped him, saying, Of a truth thow art the 
Son of God.” Matt. xiv. 33. 

Now observe. The Lord did not rebuke them 
for worshipping him. And againfthis worship 
was proffered to him after they had seen the 
wonderful and Godlike power that he exerted 
in stilling the stormy wave. 

“And as they went to tell his disciples, behold 
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Jesus, met them, saying, All hail. And they, on this text, Mr. May assumed that it was Christ 
came and held him by, the feet, and See who refused to be worshipped. This confounds 


him. ”” Matt. xxviii. 9. the person of Christ with that of an angel. 
_ “And when they suw him, they worshipped|But hear what is said in verse 16. | 
him, but some doubted.” Matt. xxviii. 17. “T Jesus have sent mine angel to testify unto 


“And it came to pass, while he blessed them,}you these thingsin the churches. Iam the root 
e was parted from them, and carried up into}and the offspring of David, and the bright = 
heaven, And they worshipped him, and return-| morning star.” 
ed to Jerusalem with groat joy.” Luke xxiv| I now offer my fifth direct argument, 


BL, 52.. V. Christ claimed and had ascribed to him 
Here the worshipping disciples were'yet in} absolute equality with the Father. 
the presence of the bright cloud on which he} ‘“ But Jesus answered them, My Father work- 


passed away from them toheaven. Inifullview|eth hitherto, and I work. Therefore the Jews 
of the bursting glories of that vision and filled| sought the more to kill him, becanse he not on- 
with the inspiration of the scene they worship-|ly had broken the Sabbath, but said also that 
ped him. And He is a being worthy of the wor-| God was his Father, making himself equal with 
ship of earth and heaven, to whom, with the|God.” John v. 17-19. 
Father, all ascriptions of praise may be equally; Now the Jews understood him to claim that 
awarded. he was equal with God. Jesus knew they so un- 
“And I beheld, and I heard the voice of many | derstood him, but he did not deny or disclaim it. 
angels round about thejthrone, and the beasts,| ‘‘Then answered Jesus and said unto them 
and the elders: and the number of them was ten} Verily, verily, Isay unto you, The Son can do 
thousand times ten thousand, and thousands of} nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Fath- 
thousands; Saying with a loud voice, Worthy] er do: for what things soever ‘he doeth, these 
is the Lamb that was slain to receive power, and|also doeth the Son likewise. For the Father 
riches, and wisdom, and. strength, and honor, | loveth the Son, and sheweth him all things that 
and glory, and blessing. And every creature|himself doeth: and he will shew him greater 
which is in heaven, and on the earth, and under’! works than these, that ye may marvel. For as 
the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that|the Father raiseth up the dead, and quickeneth 
are in them, heardI saying, Blessing, honor,| them, even so the Son quickeneth whom he will. 
glory, and power, be unto him that sitteth upon|For the Father judgeth no man, but hath com- 
the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and ey-| mitted all judgment unto the Son: Thatall men 
er.” Rey. v. 11-13, ;should honor the Son, even as they honor the 
Again, verse 18, *‘ But grow in grace, and in|Father. He that honoreth not the Son, honor- 
the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus! eth not the Father which hath sent him. For as 
Christ. To him be glory, both now and for ev-|the Father hath life in himself, so hath he given 
er. Amen.’” ; to the Son to have life in himself.” John v. 
“And again, when he bringeth in the first-be-| 17-23, 26. 
gotten into the world, he saith, Aud let ali the} “ Philip saith unto him, Lord shew us the 
angels of God worship him.” Father, and it snfficeth us, Jesus saith unto 
Yes, ye seraphs, beings of the upper world,|him, Have I been so long time with you, and yet 
with your hearts of flame; ye, too, may wor-|hast thou not known me Philip? He that hath 
ship him, for it is written, “ let all the angels of|seen me hath seen the Father; and how sayest 


God worship him.” thou then, Shew us the Father? Believest thou 
An ange) absolutely refused to receive wor-|not that I am in the Father, and the Father in 
ship. me?? John xiv. 8-10. 


“And I John saw these things, and heard them.| «And all mine are thine, and thine are mine ; 
And when I had heard and seen, I fell down to|and J am glorified in God. John xvii. 10. 
worship before the feet of the angel which shew-; +‘ But to us there is but one God, the Father, 
ed me these things: Then saith he unto me,/of whom are all things, and wein him; and one 
See thou doit not: for I am thy fellow-servant,|},ord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and 
and of thy brethren the prophets, and of them) we by him.” 1st Cor. viii. 6. 
which keep, the sayings of this book: worship} You will recollect how my opponent pressed 
God.” Rev. xxii. 8, 9. the argument as unanswerable, that Christ was 

9, en altqmpyed reply to my ping argument|not God, because it was only eaid “by him 
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“were all things made,” instead of “he ee Bn No mere buman or created being could make 
‘ed _ Satisfaction for sin. ‘ 
‘Mr. May remarked—No, I only rely on it te, There must be something engaged on which 
prove that his power was delegated; that he law had no prior claim, Thus the whele 
-was an agent and not the author of creation. _|_ pel depends on the divinity as well as 
_ Mr. Lee answered—Where is the difference, of Christ. Unitarians have Rit this 
pray, between what you admit and what I state? ‘so forcibly, that they have generally aig 
Nor does it make any difference with the argu-/ doctrine of Christ's sacrificial death, as an 
ment. But I ask your attention to these prepo- | piation for the sins of mea. This 
sitions “ by,” and “with.” They are so used as the doctrine of pardon must be also 
to place Jesus Christ and God the Father equal- 22d all the associate deotrines of grace. 
‘Ty in the position of the author and upholderof, On this poiat I shall sum up briefly. “Those 
‘all things. It is declared all things are “ of"| Who take away the divinity of Jesus Christ take 
God, and all things are “ by* Christ. away our hope of salvation. If Ihave any 
We are in God, and we are by Christ. jhope of heaven there is no other ground on 
The prepositions here used place Christ in/ Which it rests than that I bare laid before you 
precisely the same relation to all things that /ia these arguments for the Divinity of my Lend. 
they do the father. If that is lost, all is lost. Without him there is 
_ Again, in Phil. ii. 6,“ Who, being in the form | 2° salvation; no pardon ; ne rest for the soul; 
of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with | m0 satisfaction for sin ; we have no claim to hea- 
Goa.” j ven. But Jesus Christ has become a sarety for 
“For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the|"S He 38 the propitiation for our sin. “His 
God-head bodily.” Col. ii. 9. /name, to a lost world, is above every other 
Now, no created being would dare think of P8™e- There is no other by which we must be 


being equal with God. Yet Jesus Christ thought | saved. And again I repeat, that if you take 
itmot robbery to be equal with God. It was, | *Wa¥ bis divinity we have no Saviour. Yes, 


peradventure, for a less ambitious aspiration, wat ey ae be ag bin J 

that Satan was doomed to infamy, and fell like . penitent may well exelaim, in accents of grief, 
lightning from the battlements ef heaven down hehe Bens a Ars Pane? _ raga 
deep to hell. : : = Mary, * 

My friend has quoted Greek to you quite fip- | a nia te! be y Beers i ow 
pantly. Now, if you will consult any Greek hs one ee ae 
critic you will find that the word rendered | MB. MAY'S SROOND SPEECH. 

Godhead is “ TMeetees.> This word properly } Leaving my replies to certain incidental mat- 
signifies Divine nature. So that the falluess of! ters, which Mr. Lee has brought into his last 
the Godhead means the fullness of the Divine} speech, until I can more properly introduce 
nature. And if in Christ the falluess ef the Di i them in other connections, I will new flow 
me nature dwelt, sarclyé He was equal with /ninj in the examination of the textshe bas ait 
SINE ®) > 
: ‘. he offer you my last argument on this part bes pada wrth mg hag on 
of the question in discussion. ee net work a < 
~ VIL Christianity, asa saving system, proceeds nee + ee the x — == 
upon the assumption that Christ possesses sx : SE ES a ey, Q ax 
_ preme divinity, power and authority. prowte eH eye Creator ef all things af 
The gospel proceeds to offer eternal life to — asi E- 7 ee os ee Ps beer 
Sinners, upon the assumption that Christ suffer : “The Ww oe » Sele ah aren John i1-3 
ed and died as the sinnaers’ substitute, to make | shinee petty ie ts het >aumaena ‘ om 
; without hi 


' tatisfaction for sin, to be the sinners’ propitia Q 
tion, so thatsinners may receive pardon Was not any thing made that was made”) 5 


faith in him, and receive the gift of eternal life,| _/ answer, if the Word here means, as Phe. 
Which they could not have had without such | eve it does, the Wisdom of God, T have a6 
death. 4 dispute with Mr. Lee on this point, for I, ted, 
this point is usually denied by Unitarians, | believe that all things were made by the 

Tt was yh Wane ta 


abi 


Tam bound to prove it unless it be admitted. [dom of God. 
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-devised;and in wisdom that he executed the 
“work of creation. In all things his wisdom is 
as conspicuous as his power or goodness. 
© But if “the Word,” here means Jesus Christ 
then I beg you and this audience to observe, 
that the language used would lead naturally to 
the inference that the son of God was the agent 
of the Creator, that he received from him the 
directions, and was invested by him with the 
power to do all that he did. Observe the lan- 
‘guage, “All things were made by him; and 
without him was not any thing made that was 
- made.” : 

The same appears in the next text which Mr, 
Lee quoted, Heb. i. 2, “God who, at sundry 
‘times and in diverse manners, spake in times 
past unto the fathers by the prophets ; hath in 
these last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom 
he hath appointed heir of all things, by whom 
also he made the worlds.” 

Here the language is similar and implies the 
same thing, that the Son was the agent of God 
in making the worlds, and therefore, of course, 
inferior and accountable. In the 9th verse, as 
I have shown on a former evening, this inferi- 
ority is very plainly implied, “‘ therefore God, 

‘even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil 
of gladness above thy fellows.” 

Whether, in the 10th verse, the God who an- 
ointed, or the God who was anointed, i. e. the 
supreme, or the subordinate God, be referred to, 
I cannot decide for others, but to my mind itis 
-plain enough that the 10th, 11th and 12th-ver- 
ses are a quotation from Psalms cii. 25, 27; 
suggested by the Apostle’s allusion to the cre- 
ation of the world, and is referable to the Su- 
preme God. Then’ in the 13th verse comes a 
plaia intimation that this God of Gods hath 
shown distinguished favor to the Son, above all 
angels, ministers or agents of his will 

Mr. Lee next quoted Col: i. 16, 17, “ By 
him were all things created, that-are in heaven 
and that are in earth, visible and invisible, 
whether. they be thrones, or dominions, or prin- 
cipalities, or powers ; all things were created 
by him and for him.” 

Here again, sir, the same form ot expression 
recurs. “By him were all things created.” 
Very different in force is this from the style in 

_ which Moses speaks of the Creator and his 
work. “In the beginning God created the hea- 
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vens and the earth.” Now, sir, this is not a 
mere hypercriticism upon style. There is-a 
difference in the meaning, a momentous differ- 
ence in the meaning of the two statements. It - 
appears, as I have shown, more plainly in He- 
brews, i. 2, than here. There it ‘reads, “ By 
whom he (God) hath made the worlds.” ‘Phe 
same is declared even more explicitly, in Kphe- 
sians iii. 9, ‘‘ make all men see what is the fel- 
lowship of the mystery, which from the begin- 
ning of the world hath been‘hid in God, who 
created all things by Jesus Christ.” 

If the, Apostle believed and intended to 
teach, that the man Christ Jesus was.the ori- 
ginal Creator of all things, of earth and hea- 
ven, it is very unaccountable that he should 
have uniformly used a form of expression which 
implies that he might have created all things as 
the agent of another. I must therefore believe 
that this isthe sense in which the Apostle 
meant to be understood. 

Now, Mr. chairman, that ‘an inferior being 
or Aeon, was the agent of the Creator in mak- 
ing the world and establishing the Jewish econ- 
omy, was believed by the Gnostics. And the 
Arians believed that Jesus Christ ‘was a pre- 
existent, super-angelic being, who, under God, 


‘| was the immediate Creator-of all things in the 


universe, and that God appointed him to do all 
that needed to be done for the redemption of 
mankind. You see, therefore, sir, there is: no- 
ching declared in either of these passages which 
Mr. Lee may: not believe in common with the 
Gnostics and Arians. . 

But, sir, as I do not'believe the Apostle: in- 
tended we should understand him to teach that 
Jesus Christ was, even as an agent of God, the 
Cre&tor of the material universe; I must at 
the risk of being a little tedious, go much more 
fully than I have done, or can do to-night, into 
an exposition of his true meaning ; which you 
will find to be much more probable, and much 
more consistent with all else that is said in the 
Scriptures respecting Christ. But it will take 
so much time to do this matter justice, that I 
must defer it until our next meeting, and now 
turn me to the argument in behalf ofthe Deity 
of Jesus, drawn from the facts which Mr. Lee 
alleges go to show that he was worshipped. 

If my friend will consult the Greek Testa- 
ment, he will find five words used, in different 
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places, to express the ideas we attach to the 
English word worship. These are, 1, proskun- 
eo; 2, liturgeo; 3, latreuo; 4, sebomai 5 Fi: 
sproseuchomai, 

. The first of these, “ proskuneo,” is used to 
express that respect which one man may show 
another man as his superior, his king, his ruler, 
or one on whom he is dependent for some great 
favor. which he hopes to receive. In the Sep- 
tnagint translation of the Old Testament, and 
in-the Greek original of the New Testament, 
this word, “ proskuneo,” is used in the follow- 
ing passages : / 
i} Gen. xxiii. 7,12, where Abraham is said to 
have bowed down himself to the people of the 
Jand, the children of Heth, trom whom he wish- 
ed to obtain a place to bury Sarah. 
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So in Acts x. 25, “as Peter was coming in, 
Cornelius. met him, and fell down at his feet 
and worshipped him.” 1H 

In Rev. iii. 9, an assurance is given’ to the . 
angel, or minister of the Church of Philadel- 
phia, that the disobedient members of the 
Church shall. “worship before thy feet and 
know that I have loved thee.” 

Now, let my opponent, or any other aitincdits 
of the worship of Jesus, show, if he can, in 
what single instance either of those other words 
used to express the honor due to God alone, is 
applied to Christ, and then he will have at least 
some shadow of evidence for his doctrine, but 
at present he has none. ) 

In all the cases I have adduced, the word 
“ proschuneo” is used. Hven after Christ’s re- 


sR 


.. The same word is used 1st Chron. xxix. 20,\surrection from the dead, (Matt. xxviii. 9th v.} 


where we read that “all the congregation bles- 


when “ his disciples came and held him by the 


sed the Lord God of their fathers, and bowed | feet and worshipped him,” and also in the 17th 


down their heads and “at ing Lord and 
the king.” 


The same word again is found in Daniel ii. 
46, thus : “ Then the king Nebuchadnezzar fell 
upon his face and worshipped Daniel, and com- 
manded that they should offer an oblation and 
sweet odors unto him.” 

In turning to the New Testament my friend 
will find that it is this word “proskuneo,” that 
is used wherever there is anything said of the 
worship paid to Jesus. Matt. viii. 2, “And 
behold’ there came a leper and worshipped him, 
saying, Lord, if thou wilt, thou canst make me 
clean.” 

John ix. 38, the man that had been cured of 


verse, the word that is used is “ proschuneo.” 


Upon this passage Dr. Adam Clarke, (whom 
I love to quote, because I suppose what he says 
will have much weight with x brother,) re- 
marks as follows: 


«This kind of reverence is in daily use s aniong 
the Hindoos; when a disciple meets a public 
guide in the streets, he prostrates himself be- 
fore him, and, taking the dust from his teach- 
er’s feet, rubs it on his forehead, breast,” &c. 

And so, too, Dr. John Pye Smith, a very or- 
thodox gentleman, says : 

“The prostrate position, which denoted the 
highest reverence and respect, is manifestly de- 
scribed, but the expression does not. necessarily 


blindness said to Jesus, “ Lord, I believe,” and|import more than the most exalted civil hom- 


worshipped him. 


angels of God worship him,” i. e. the first-be- 
gotten. 

Now that the word “proskuneo” is not used 
in the New Testament in any higher sense than 
‘in the Old, we learn from the following passa- 
ges in Luke xiv. 10, Jesus had been instructing 
his disciples how they should conduct them- 
selves when bidden to a feast, and he adds, 
“then shalt thou have worship in the presence 
of those who sit at meat with thee.” 

Matt. xviii. 26, where the servant in the par- 
able, who owed his Lord ten thousand talents, 
* fell down and worshipped him.” 


é 


lage.” 
And in Heb. i. 6, where we read, “ let gl the! 


He has adduced those’ ascriptions of honor 
and power to Jesus, which occur in the book 
of Revelations ; but they do not prove the De- 
ity of our Saviour, nor authorize the worship 
of him as God. Fer, to say nothing of the 
doubt that is thrown over the authorship and 
authority of this hook of Revelations, by Dr. 
Adam Clarke, Dr. Lardner, Michaelis, and oth- 
ers, and the difficulties that beset the interpre- 
tation of this exceedingly enigmatical book, 
there is enough in the book itself to sustain me 
in my position against the worship of Christ, 
as insisted on by my brother Lee. In this’ very 
book of Revelations, whether authentic or not, 
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we find Jesus represented as rejecting and dis- 
ayowing all such worship as my friend would 
" have us pay him. I need only refer you to 
chapters 19 and 20., Michaelis, a Trinitarian 
eommentator of great distinction, says, “The 
trae and eternal Godhead of Christ is certainly 
not taught in the Apocalypse so clearly as in 
St. John’s gospel, though the author speaks in 
enthusiastic language of the greatness of Christ’s 
ministry, and the glory communicated to his 
human nature. At the very beginning of the 
book, Christ is placed after the seven spirits, 
‘who stand near the throne of God; nor is he 
ever called God, or the Creator of the world, 
throughout the whole work.’’—Introduction to 
New Testament, Vol. 1V., page 538. 

My brother has referred us to the conduct of 
the leper, one of the nine who were suddenly 
healed of that horrible disease, and alone re- 
turned with a heart overflowing with gratitude 
to God, the author, and Jesus as the instrument, 

’ by whom his restoration to health had been ef- 
fected. Read the whole passage for yourself 
Mr. Chairman, and you will see that the con- 
struction by no medns requires, that we should 
anderstand that Jesus is there identified with 
God. Surely, if the congregation of Israel 
(1 Chron. xxix. 20,) might without idolatry 
“ bow down their heads and worship the Lord 
and king David” at the same time—much more 
might this poor Samaritan, whose joy at his 
deliverance from the leprosy was unspeakable, 
fall down at the feet of Jesus, and bless him as 
the agent, while he was giving thanks to God 
ag the author of his marvellous cure. 

Mr. Chairman, as it respects worship, in its 
highest religious sense, and the being to whom 
alone that is due, we have the command of 
Jesus himself; Matt. iv. 10. ‘ Thou shalt 
worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt 
thon serve.” Here the word translated “serve,” 
is “latreuo,” which, whenever it occurs, means 
religious worship, AND IS IN NO CASE APPLIED TO 
JESUS. 

But his own words are so much to the point 
that I refer you to them. In his instruction 
to his disciples our Lord says :—* In that day 
ye shall ask me nothing,” but they were assured 
that “ whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in my 
name he will give it to you. 

“Now sir, the application which my friend 
5 


* 
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makes of the texts he quotes, seems io me to 
be incomprehensible. He makes the names of 
the Father and the Son to be,interchangable, 
and then quotes some texts as applicable to the 
Son, and some of them as applicable to the 
Father, which to my apprehension makes con- 
fusion worse confounded. pe 

Mr. Lee quoted the declaration of the Saviour 
to the Jews that ‘(my Father worketh hither- 
to and { work” &e. John v. 17-30. He said. 
that the Saviour did not contradict the notion 
of the Jews that he had made himself equal 
with God. Bat did he not say “The Son can 
do nothing of himself.” He declared that all 
men should honor the Son as they’ honor the 
Father, and he that honoreth not the Son hon- 
oreth not the Father which hath sent him: 
Yet note the expression “ hathsent him.” He 
was the “Servant” the Ambassador of the 
Father. To honor him in that relation was to 
honor the Father that sent him. While to re- 
fuse to honor him, was to dishonor the Father 
whose ambassador he was. ; 


| 


And whatever declarations are found aseri- 
bing power and attributes divine to Christ, 
they are to be understood and explained in the 
light of the passage which say that these are 
“ given” to him by the Father. 
if it is not a gross perversion of the Scriptures 
to declare that the relation of the Son to the 
Father is the same as the relation ef the Fath- 
er to the Sou. Do you not see that we should 
all be startled at the perversion of the truth, 
if one should read “the Son is greater than 
the Father,” and “ the Father said all power is 
given to me by my Son’”—and yet Sir, if Mr. 
Lee s doctrine be true, I see not why this inter- 
change might not be made. 

Mr. Lee quoted the passage John xvii. 4, 
“ And now O Father glorify thou me with 
thine own self with the glory that I had with 
thee before the world was.” But he omitted 
to quote the 21st verse, where Christ prayed 
that all his disciples, and those who should be- 
lieve on him through their word, might be one 
“a3 thou Father art in me and I in thee, that 
they also may be one in us.” Our Lord then 
proceeds to the close’of the chapter to-explain 
the relation which he sustained to the Father, 
and to declare his ;knowledge of the Hather. 
And in the last verse he uses these remarkable 


\ 


And I ask’ 
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words;“'T have declared unto them thy name) been diminished by: the progress of the: diseus+ 
and will declare it, that the love wherewith|sion. I have no doubt the developements of 
' thou hast loved me, may be in them and I in! Tuesday evening last, gave many to’ see that. 


them.” This Mr. Chairman is the great Chris- 
tian doctrine of reconciliation, at-one-ment— 
which differs much from the doctrine of Atone- 
ment, to which my brother has referred. The 
_ one, the atonement, is the reconciliation of God 
toman, by paying price for man’s redemption ; 
the other, the at-one-ment-is the reconciliation 
of man to God by repentance and new obedi- 
ence. Let me refer you Sir to 2 Peter i. 3, 4, 
but more especially ‘to the 2d chapter of the 
Epistle to Titus—11 and 14 verses inclusive, 
where the Apostle Paul has laid this whole 
matter so plainly before us in these very plain 
words : 8 ‘ 

“The grace of God that bringeth salvation 
hath appeared to all men, Teaching us, that 
denying: ungodliness, and worldly lusts, we 
should live soberly, righteously, and godly, in 
this present world ;. Looking for that blessed 
hope, and the glorious appearing of the great 
God, and. our Saviour Jesus Christ : Who gave 
himself for us, that he might redeem us from 
all iniquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar 
people, zealous of good works.” 

I shall. Sir, on a future evening, give my 
views more fully of the exceeding importance 
of the death. of Christ, in its relation to the 
salvation of man.’ And shall exhibit our Heav- 
eply, Father, in a very different light from that 
in which he is presented to us,*in the creeds of 
the prominent orthodox churches ‘of our day. 
I shall show him to be like the Father in’ our 
Saviour’s parable of the Prodigal Son, more 
willing to hear than we are:to pray—more wil- 
ling to forgive our sins than we are to seek 
forgiveness ; and that he welcomes, as:a benig- 
nant parent, the first symptoms of repentance 
invhis rebellious childjand while he is yet a 
great way off meets him with expressions of 


encouragement and love. There is nothing in: 


God or, hissystem of government, thatis a bar- 
rier. to’ the return of the simmer, nothing but 
the'requirement that the repentance shall be 
sinderé, ON 
FIFTH, EVENING—MAROH: 9; 
|  MRe LEE’S. FIRST: SPEBCH. 


~The sense! of ‘responsibility which I expres:| 
sedin'my® opening address, has in no degree 








the issue involves wider extremes than bad? 
been supposed could be found between’ the’ 
views of any two professed ministers’of Jestia’ 
Christ in Syracuse. . 

In the hour of calm, the bosom of the water’ 
is smooth and clear, nor would the’ untaught’ 
beholder think what might compose the ‘gath+ 
ered sediment beneath. But when the storm- 
king rides’in his chariot upon the face of the’ 
waters, and sets the billows to rocking, up 
comes hidden’ contents and unsightly objects’ 
are seen, which those who were wont to drink 
the surface waters, little thought lay beneath! 
the place where they quaffed. 

The doctrine that Christ was the natural 
Son of Joseph, which falsifies the express read- 
ing of ‘the record, with some other strange 
views, I shall leave for future consideration, 
that I may get forward with my direct argu- 
ment. A few things require attention before 
I proceed. *! 3; i) us 

Tt is not my purpose to assail any. person-or 
persons, lay or clerical outside of this’ discus? 
sion. And inreference to any personal attacks 
that have been made, I take this occasion to’ 
disclaim all responsibility of any such attacks. 
But to, proceed. : ; 

Mr. May affirmed that no doctrine is ‘more’ 
clearly and positively stated in the Scriptures’ 
than the doctrine of transubstantiation. 

Whether it be so or not, does not belong to’ 
this discussion. I do not so understand the 
Scriptures, and hence I hold to the inspiration 
of the Scriptures, without believing in transub- 
stantiation. teas 

But Mr. May believes that this doctrine ‘is’ 
more clearly taught thar any! other doctrine, 
and yet he does not believe it. ‘The conclusion’ 
is irresistable, that he believes nothing because’ 
it is taught in the Scriptures. 
' So on the subject of baptism, he affirms that 
there is no scriptural warrant for infant Bap- 
tism, or any: Baptism but by immersion, and 
yet he baptises infants, and otherwise than by’ 
immersion. 

Mr. May said you misrepresent'me I think.’ 
I said there was no explicit staternent for “any 
other: NEY! ONNTSS ON ee eee 
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Mr. Lee. Did youwsay there was explicit)scope.of theargument. They are Latyeuo, and 
statement for that ? Proskuneo. 

/Mr. May. I did, but I baptise otherwise. He told you that the word proskuneo, was 
§Mr. Lee. That answers the point. used in those texts which I quoted to prove 
«The conclusion is that he does not regard|that worship was rendered to Christ, but that 
the Scriptures as a standard.. He believes} Latreuo is the word used where worship is de- 
= as the Baptists do, and yet he is not a Bap-|scribed as rendered to God. ‘This was partly 


~Bat I think otherwise, and differ from my 
baptist brethren, and yet we agree on the doc- 
trine of the Trinity. Is it not clear theh that 
the Trinity is more clearly stated. 

So on the subject of the Christian Sabbath, 
he denies that there is any Scriptural warrant 
tor keeping the first day of the week as a Sab- 
bath, in the place of the seventh day Sabbath. 
Well here again we differ. But this does not 
belong to the argument. 

TI think I have proved in a tract, which I 
have written, that we are all bound religously 
to observe the first day of the week as a Sab- 
bath, that the change was made by authority. 
As my friend has probably never seen it, I 
will present him with a copy, that he may read 
it at his leisure. 


Mr. Lee here gave a copy into his hands. 

The only bearing that this whole matter has, 
is to prove that Mr. May does not believe in 
the inspiration of the Scriptures, that he does 
not bow to them as an authoritative ‘standard, 
by which is to be determined what is true and 
right in regard to the subject? of which they 
treat. et JF 
~ But how does this look ? He pressed me for 
explict texts, for one explicit text, with which 
he promised to be satisfied; and now he has 
told you that the doctrixe of transubstantiation 
ig declared in a specific text, more so than any 
other docrine, and yet he does not believe it. 
What will specific texts amount to with a man 
who declares his disbelief in a doctrine which 
he ayows is more explicitly affirmed in the 
Scriptures than any other doctrine? And for 
what purpose does such an one demand explicit 
texts? Judge ye! 





correct and partly incorrect. * 

1. It istrue that the word Latreuo is some- 
times used to describe worship rendered to God. 
But worship is not the primary sense of the 
word. Latreuo is derived from Latris, a ser- 
vant, slave; or attendant, hence, Latreuo signi- 
fies. to serve, wait upon, attend. But asa sec- 
ondary meaning itis used to devote worship. 

Mr. May here observed—That is what I 
said. : t 

Mr. Lee. It is not what you was understood 
to say. 

Mr. May. It is what I said precisely. 

2. It is not correct that this: is the word 
used in Matt. iv. 10, to denote worship, as Mr. 
May affirmed, the word thence used is prosku- 
neo. Pre 
“Then saith Jesus unto him, Get the hence, 
Satan: for it is written, Thou shalt worship 
the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou, 
serve.” ; : , 

In this text proskuneo is rendered worship, 
and latreuo isrendered serve., Service is not 
always worship, hence where both, are named 
Proskuneo is employed to denote the worship, 
and Lutreuo,to denote the service.) 

3. It is not true that Proskuneo, the word 
rendered worship in the texts I, quoted, is not 
used. to denote the the worship of the true 
God. 

This word occurs 59 times in the New. Teg- 
tament,.as, follows : ‘ 

In 26 texts it is used to express the worship 
of the true God. In‘15 texts it is used to ex- 
press worship rendered to Christ. In 14 textg 
itis used to denote worship rendered to false 
objects, as devils, idols, dragons, beasts, &. * 

In 10 cases out of the 14, where false wor- 
ship is meant, the word is found in Revelations, 


,, The question of the worship of Christ de-| where they are said to have worshipped the 
mands a passing remark. In reply to me on| Dragon, the beast andhis image. This must 
this point, he told you that there are. several| be the worship due to God, to make it a crime, 
words in the Greek, which are rendered wor-|and hence, the word, must be used in these 
worship. Two of these only come within the| cases to. express such worship as God claims. 


/ 
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The fact then is, out of fifty-nine instances, nsed to describe worship peed or onthe 


of the use of the word, in 26 it denotes the')men. 


true,worship of the true God, audin 14 it is 


This'is Mr. May’s defense. He fide the 


used. to express a false worship, which’ consti-| word used twice with reference to. men; out’ of 
tues'the antithesis, or counter of true worship.|59 instances, in 15 of which it describes wore 
This’ uses up 39 instances of the use of the | ship rendered to Christ, and 26 to God. Bue 


word, in which it is used to express worship 
rendered to the true God, or worship which is 
due to God, but. is criminally rendered to false 
Gods. 

This leavea but 19 other eases to be disposed 
of. 

In 15 of these remaining, cases, the word is 
used to denote worship rendered to Christ. 

“This\leaves but 4:cases to be disposed of. 

‘In two, of the remaining four cases, it’ is 
used to denote worship offered to an angel 
which was refused, as follows : 

“ And I fell at his feet to worship him. And 
he said unto me, See thou do it not: Iam thy 
fellow-servant, and of thy brethren that have 
the testimony of Jesus : woeship God.” | Rev. 
xix. 10. 

This was not Christ but an angel, as he 
speaks of Christ in the third person. 


let, us look at these two cases. © : 

* And as Peter was coming in, Cornelius’ 
met him, and fell down at his feet, and worship- 
ped him. But Peter took him. sup, saying, 
Stand up; I myself also1am a man.”’ 

This Mr. May quoted, but he quoted only 
the first. part, Peter’s refusal to receive the 
worship, on the ground that he, was a man,; 
shows that Mr. May’s application of the text 
was a perversion of the sense. It proves that, 
the word expresses a kind of worship not due 
to a man, and which a man may not receive. . 

The only remaining case is Rey. iii. 9. “ Be- 
hold, I will make them. of the synagouge of 
Satan, which bay they are Jews, and are not, 


| but do lie; behold, I will make them to come 


and worship before thy feet, and te know that 
I have loved thee.” 
This was said to the angel of the Church at 


It was no doubt the angel mentioned at the Philadelphia. 


opening of the preceding chapter. 
« And after these things J saw another angel 
come down from heaven, having great power ; 


If it means the true worship of God it pre- 
dicts their conversion, and declares that they 
shall worship not the Church, but God, and 


and the earth was lightened with his glory.” | worship God at their feet, that is, in they. pres- 


Rev. xviii. 1. 
From‘the description he may have thought 


it was Christ himself. The other case is chap- 


ter xxii, 

«“ And I John saw these things and heard 
them. And when JI had heard and seen, I 
fell down to worship before the feet of the an- 
gel which shewed me these things. Then saith 
he unto me, See thou do it not: for 1 am thy 
fellow-servant, and of thy brethren the proph- 
ets, and of them which keep the sayings of 
this book : worship God.” 

In these two cases where worship was of- 
fered to angels, true worship is intended, as is 





ence, 


If it means mere prostratfon, or subjugation, 
it is all plain. It is a promise that that church) 
should triumph over her enemies. In this case 
this word is used in its primary sense which is 
to prostrate ones self. It is hence used to ex- 
press worship because that was the form usnal- 
ly practiced in the east. 

To close this review of my friend’s learned . 
criticism, let me say, that Latreuo, which he 
says is the word used in Greek to express the 
true worship of God, occurs 21 times in the 
New Testament, out of which it is translated 
worship only four times, and in the ate 


proved by the angel’s refusal to receive it, and|17 it is translated serve. 


by his enjoining the worship of God. It can- 


The word proskuneo, which he says is not 


not be pretended that the angel meant any|used to express the worship of God, is found 
thing less than true worship, when he said|/59 times in the New Testament, and is trans- 


_ worship God. 


lated worship in every single instance, and in 


This leaves but the 2 out of 59 instances of| 26 it denotes the worship of God, and in 15, 


#tbonse of the word pees * in which it is} worship rendered to Christ. 
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Bave one, it denotes woiship due to God, whch, 1. He was the Son of Mary. 

' was tendered to, or wickedly rendered to other} “She brought forth her first-born Son.’ 
, Aeings, and in the one remaining case it is| Luke ii. 7, 
‘used to denote the submission which the ene-| “There was a marriage in Canaan of Gal- 
‘mies of the church was to render to her, under ilee, and the mother of Jesus was there.” 
‘the hand and power of God. John ii. 1. 
_ How terribly pushed must a cause be to| 2. He was the seed of Abraham. A& ‘such 
have occasion to resort to such criticisms as|he was promised to the world. 
the one Thave now exposed. You know as/ « And in thy seed shall all the nations of 
well as I that nothing but desperation would! tho earth be blessed ; because thou hast obeye 
drive any disputant upon such baseless grounds, my voice.” Gen. xxii. 18. ' 
of defense. ; “ Now to Abraham and his seed were the 

T now resume the direct argument in the promises made. He saith not, And to seeds, 


affirmative of the main question. as of many; but as of one, And to thy seed 
Trinitarians affirm that Christ, the Saviour, which is Christ.” Gal. iii. 16. 7 


was both God and man, that he possessed ab- 
‘solute Divinity and entire humanity, and that 
the two natures constitute the one Christ. 

This is the only ground upon which the 
Scriptures can be reconciled with themselves. 

One class of Scriptures affirm that he is God, 
from everlasting, eternal,” the game yesterday 
to-day and forever.” 

Another class of Scriptures present him as 
a child born; the son of Mary ; 2 man, suffer- 
ing and dying, and rising again. These clas- 
ses of Scripture cannot both be true. of the 
same nature, but the one class is true of his 


ivi t d the other class is true of his 
pee oe ee’ Thou Son of David, have mercy onus.” Matt. 


ix. 27. 
I propose at this point to prove the fact of h 
the ts Sates OF cide sie is the key “ Concerning his son Jesus Christ our Lord, 
to what would otherwise be mystery. which was made of the seed of David accord- - 
I. That Christ possessed two natures is|img to the fenk Free a 
proved by a comparison of those two classes} * He is declared to bea man. 
of texts, one of which affirms his Godhead, “ For there is one God, and one mediator be- 
and the other of which affirms, his humanity. tween ibe men, the man Christ Jesus ; 
The first point, namely, that he possessed a fo Thm. tb >, 
divine nature, has been proved and the argu-| “ For this man was counted worthy of more 
ments need not be repeated. [See Argument|glory than Moses, inasmuch as he who hath 


If Christ did not possess humanity, he did 
not correspond to the person promised. 

3. Christ was the Son of David. 

“What think ye of Uhrist ? whose Son is 
he? They say unto him, the Son of David.” 
Matt. xxii. 42. 

‘And the multitudes that went before, and 
that followed, cried, saying, Hoganna to the 
Son of David! Blessed is he that cometh in 
the name of the Lord; Hosanna in the high- 
est!” Matt. xxi. 9. 

“And when Jesus departed thence, two 
blind men followed him, crying, and saying, 


for the underived Divinity of Christ.] builded the house hath more honor than the 
That Christ possessed human nature may be|house.” Heb. iii. 3. 
soon proved. “ Bat this man, because he continueth ever 


‘This indeed has been admitted by my oppo- hath an unchangeable priesthood.” Heb. vii. 24. 
nent. And if I was arguing merely for the “ For every high priest is ordained to offer 


purpose of convincing my friend, the argument gifts and sacrifices : wherefore it is of necessity 
“ } ” 
might rest here upon his admission. But I se es a prevescomeyhat also. tg ofl : 
am arguing with a view to establish the truth He t sitcom Mg Botey tre 
in the minds of my hearers, and I cannot pass} ‘ But this man, after he had offered one sac- 


by any essential point without establishing it rifice for sins, for ever sat down on the right 
by direct testimony. hand of God;” Heb, x. 12. 
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Here are five coat which call. him a man, 
and more might be adduced. 

5. Christ exhibited all the usual Fig 
Of. human nature. 

He was born a child, and grew to bea man. 

He was hungry and thirsty, and eat and 
drank. 

He grew weary and rested. 

He slept and awoke. 

He rejoiced, and was sorrowiul and wept. 

He lived and he died. ; 

The proofs of the two points are now before 
as, that he was God, and that he was man. 
* The only conclusion is that he was God ard 
man. é; 

This harmonizes the book of Revelation 
completely. But if the twofold nature of 


Christ be denied, then is the Bible placed at 


“war with itself, as indeed it seems to be the 
aim of my opponent so to represent it. 


‘MR. MAY’S FIRST SPEECH. 


There are a few incidental matters suggested 
by what has just been said which I will dispose 
of as briefly as possible. 

Mr. Lee alluded to my attack, last evening, 
upon certain individuals. What I said, sir 
will be published ; and when those individuals 
themselves shall see what I said; and remember 
what they have said anc published respecting 
me and my supposed opinions, I cannot believe 
they will deem me severe, or that my remarks 
were impertinent to the point I was pressing on 
your notice. 

In the next, place, Mr. Lee took no little 
pains to make me appear to you as an enemy 
to the Bible. I cannot conceive what ground 
he has for such a representation, unless it be, 


that my principles and modes of biblical inter- 


pretation differ from his. They will both be 


before this audience in the. published report of 


this discussion ; and they may judge for them- 
selves which is He better of the two, when they 
have become students of the Scriptures. 

Mr. Lee then misrepresented (I am willing to 
believe unintentionally,) the use I made of the 
doctrines of Transubstantiation, Baptism, and 
the Sabbath. T alluded to them, sir, only as 
examples of the use the Protestant world has 
made of that principle of interpretation which 
we are condemned for applying to other sub- 
jects. Though I cannot deny that the literal 


and, “latrueo.” 
script from which I read, and here are five 


port. 
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teaching of the Bible, on each of the above- 
‘named doctrines, is in their favor, yet, sir, I 
think the general Protestant belief respecting - 
them is more in accordance with the spirit of 
the Bible, and all I ask is to be allowed to ‘ap- 
ply the same principle to the interpretation of 
the Seriptures on other doctrines. 


In my friend’s remarks upon the subject of 


the worship of Christ, he led you to suppose 


that lintroduced only two words, “‘proskuneo”’ 
But, sir, here is the manu- 


words, which you will see in the published re- 
Now, I did not deny that proskuneo, 
which is often used to express civil or personal 
respect to a fellow man, is sometimes used when’ 


speaking of the worship of God. “Nay, Pquo- 


ted several passages in which the word is used 


in reference to the worship of God as well as 


man. I denied, sir, and I deny again, that'the 
words which mean the worship due to God 
alone are used in the Septuagint translation’ of 
the Old Testament, or in the Greek original of 


the New, when the worship of Christ is spo- 


ken of. 


We now come, sir, to’ the otpiafebn IT pro- 
mised last night to give of the passages quoted 
by my brother, to prove that Christ-was ‘the 
Creator of the material universe, passages 
which I shall attempt to show mean the wew 
creation, the regeneration of mankind. I can 
hardly expect that my exposition will beat 
once accepted by those. who: have been educa- 
ted to read these Scriptures differently. Let 
me bespeak a careful attention now, and here- 
after, when it-shall appear from the press, aidue, 
examination in the light of the Scriptures them- 
selves. 


Mr. Lee argued that Jesus Christ is the Al- 
mighty God, because he is said to have’ been 
the Creator of all things—the maker of ‘the 
world, In support of this he quoted John i. 
1-3, “ In the beginning was the word, and the 
word was with God, and the word was God. 
All things were made by him; and without 
him was not any thing made that was made.” 
Ephesians, iii. 9, “And to make all men-see 


what is the fellowship of the mystery;:which — 


from the beginning of the world hath been -hid 
in God, who created all things by Jesus Christ,” 
Colos. i. 15-18, “ Who is the image of the:dn- 
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_ Visible God, the, first-born. of every creature : 
for by him were all things created, that are in 
heaven and that are in earth, visible and invis- 
‘ible ; whether they be thrones, or dominions, 
or principalities, or powers; all things were 
ereated by him and for him; and he is before 
all things, and by him all things consist. And 
he is the bead of the .body—the church : who 
is the beginning, the first-born from the dead ; 
that in all things he might have the pre-emi- 
mence. 
ishould all fulness dwell.” 

Hebrews i. 1,2, and 10-12, ‘God, who at 
sundry times and in diverse Fasc sy spake in 
time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath 
_in these last days spoken unto us by his Son, 

whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by 
whom.also he made the worlds. * 
And thou Lord in the. beginning hast laid the 
foundation of the earth : and the heavens are 
the works of thine hands: They shall perish; 
-but thou remainest : and they. shall wax old as 
doth a garment, and as a_vesture shalt thou 
fold them up,.and they shall be changed: but 
thou art the same and thy years fail not.” 


rs * 


Lammediately replied, in part, to his argu- 
«ment, as you will remember, by showing that 
ein neither of these places is it said, that the Son 
sof God, or Christ, or the Word, created all 

things, or made tie world ; but that “by him 
‘God made the world,” “ by him all things were 
-ereated.”” If I were an Arian I should leave 
my:reply as it was left, on this point, last’Tues- 
day evening. Please recur to it.. But as I do 
enot believe the writers of the New Testament, 
ain the above quoted passages, if we except, per- 
"chaps, John i. 1, referred tothe first—the ma- 
_terial creation—but to the new, the moral, the 

spiritual creation or re-creation, I shall now 
proceed, sir, to develope what seems to me to 
abe the Scriptural doctrine upon this point. 

1. The Gospel is distinctly foretold by the 
prophets of the Old Testament as a new crea- 
tion. Isaiah Ixy. 17, “ Behold Lereate: new 

sheavens and a new earth, and the former shall 
not: be remembered, or come into mind.” 

Isaiah Ixvi. 22, ‘For as the new heavens 
vand.the new carth which I will make, shall re 

main before me, saitb the Lord, so shall your 
+ cree your name remain.” See also Isaiah 


i. 16. . 


For it pleased the Father that in him 
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Much.other language of the prophets seems 
to imply the same. In the book of Revelation 
the church or kingdom of Christ is called the 
New Jerusalem. John says, chap, xxi. 1, «I 
saw a new heaven and anew earth.” 2, “I 
John, saw the holy city, the new Jerusalem, 
coming down from. God out of heayen,” 5th 
verse, ‘And he that sat upon the throne said, 
Behold, I make all things new.” 

The Greek word, ektisthe, rendered created 
may, with the same propriety be rendered, were 
renewed or re-created. 

To incredse my confidence that this is the 
true meaning of the words Iam considering, 
the Apostle Paul, who is the best commentator 
on his own words, expressly styles the gospel 
dispensation a new creation. 

Gal. vi..15, “For in Christ Jesus, neither 
circumcision ayaileth anything, nor uncircum- 
cision, but a new creature,” which Dr. Adam 
Clarke, and others of the best critics, say 
should be rendered “a new creation.” 

2d Cor. v.17, “ Therefore, if any man-bein 
Christ, he is a new creation; old things are 
past away, behold all things are become new.” 

Eph. i. 10 to 22, “ For we are his workman- 
ship, created in Christ. Jesus unto good. works.” 
All who are familiar with the New Testament, 
know I could quote much more to the. same 
effect. 

En arke, translated “in the bopiyicinidhe® dees 
not certainly mean in the commencement of the 
work of creation deseribed by Moses in Gene- 
sies. In Luke i. 2,and Mark i. 1, the same 
phrase in the original and in the translation, 
obviously means the commencement of Christ’s 
life. So in Jobn’s Epistles, and in those of the 
other Apostles, this phrase is often used in this 
sense. It may refer either to the beginning of 
the first or of the second creation. 

Aionas, translated worlds in Hebrews i. 2; 
aionon, translated world in Hph. iii. 9, ought 
not to be understood of the material world ; be- 
cause elsewhere the word aion,in the New Tes- 
tament, whether in the singular or plural, never 
signifies the material world. The connection4n , 
which it occurs, in the various ‘instances ‘in 
which it is used, shows this. 

In one of the texts quoted by Mr. Lee, Heb. 
i. 2, a son is declared to be the person by whom 
the world’s were made. In the 10th 11th and 
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12th verses of this chapter, the God of this) Jehovah, Israel is my son, even my y paced 
Son is addressed as the Creator of the heavens | Jeremiah xxxi. 9, “I ama Father to Israel, and 
and the earth. And both Jesus and his Apos-|Ephraim is my first-born.” In Psalms Ixxxix. 
tles elsewhere teach that God the Father crea-|27, David has the title of first-born conferred 
ted the visible world, and distinguish him as/upon him. “He shall ery unto me, Thon art 
the Oreator, from Jesus Christ. See Acts iv.|my Father, my God, and the rock of my salva- 
24, 27, 30; xvii. 24, 28, 31; Luke x. 21;/tion. Also I will make him, my first-born, high- 
‘Matt. vi.30; xix.'4. These are enough, though |er than the kings of the earth.” s 
any number might be adduced. 

If we interpret aon to mean the material 
world, we shall find it will not ‘suit the context. 
Both the immediately preceding and following 
passages, and the Epistle to the Hebrews, gen- 
erally treat, not of the original creation, but of 
the age of the Messiah. The Epistle commen- 

ces by saying that “ God, who at sundry times 
~ and in diverse manners spake to the fathers by 
the prophets, hath, in these ast days, (or in this 
age,) spoken unto us by hisSon.” And Christ 
is declared, in various places, to be the Media- 
tor of the new covenant and superior to Moses, 
which implied that he was not the Medistor of 
the old covenant. On the contrary, the Jewish 
and Christian Scriptures unite in representing 
the Messiah as appointed by God to introduce 
and conduct a spiritual kingdom. 




































But there is a passage still more to my pur- 
pose. Rom. viii. 29, “for whom he did fore- 
know he also did predestinate, to be conformed 
to the image of his Son, that he (his Son) might 
be the first-born among many brethren.” Here 
our Lord is plainly styled the first-born among 
many brethren, as being the head or author of 
the Christian dispensation. This may help us 
to explain the Apostle’s words, and, taken in 
connection with the acknowledged sense in which 
the word first-born is used in the Old Testa- 
ment, is sufficient to confirm my interpretation. 
Christ is called the first-born of every creature, 
not beeause he was the first beirg whom God 
ever made, but because he was the head, the au- 
thor of the new creation, the regeneration of the 
moral world. I know it is said, Eph. iii. 17, 
“that he is before all things, and by him all 
things consist.” But, if what has already been 
said be true, we need not understand this to 
mean before all things with respect to time, but 
dignity, excellence, holiness, and the favor of 
God. He is more excellent than all former 
prophets or law-givers; acts in a higher sphere, 
and more exalted capacity than any of them ev- 
er did. The all things which consist in him, or 
are established by him, are obviously the things 
of the new creation, which Panl, in a previous 
passage, tells us are from old things which are 
passed away, having been brought by Christ in- 
to a reformed or regenerated state. 

Tam further strengthened in my conviction, 
that by the phrase “ all things,” is not meant the 
things of the material world, by the language 
which is used in the verse immediately preceding 
the 16th, “By him were all things created, that 
are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and 
invisible, whether they be thrones, or principali- 
ties, or powers.” 

It seems to me very obvious that by “all 
things,” can be meant only such things as need- 
ed to be,and might be regenerated, and reoon- 
ciled to God. 3 


- 


John i. 17, “The law was given by Moses, 
but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ.” 
Compare this with Col. i. 12, 23. 

From all these considerations, and many 
more which need not be mentioned now, I am 
led to the conclusion that the word translated 
“worlds” in Heb. i. 2; and ‘world’ in Eph. iii. 9, 
ought to have been translated age—meaning 
the age of the Messiah. This signification is 
evidently pointed out in the first clause of the 
verse ; and it corresponds with the succeeding 
verses, which particularly point to the gospel 
dispensation. It also coincides with the gene- 
ral subject of the Epistle. I am therefore per- 
suaded that the true translation would be, “ by 
whom also he instituted or introduced this age.” 

“ The first-born of every creature,” is a He- 
brew idiom, or a Jewish form of speaking, of the 
use of which we have several instances in the 
. Old Testament. In one sense it signifies the 
same as the only begotten, that is to say the 
best beloved, the peculiar favorite, one who is 
preferred to all others. ‘Thus Israel and Eph- 
raim are called the first-born of God. Exod. iv. 
22,“ Thou shalt say unto Pharaoh, thus saith 
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A similar use of a general term is found in the 


‘next chapter, where it is said of the gospel “that ' 


it was preached to every creature under heaven,” 
meaning, of course, only such creatures as were 
-adapted to receive the gospel, i. e. rational and 
moral beings, not the lower orders of creatures. 
In both cases we are required to limit the appli- 
. cation of the language used. Thrones, domini- 
ons, and principalities, are .words designating 
particular things, and therefore of those partic- 
ular things we must suppose the Apostle to -be 
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| private individuals, to be obedient to Christ, 
and they must answer for their disobedience. 
Would to God, the rulers of our country, the 
members of our national Congress especially, 
realized this. They and we must suffer’ until 
they do. For Christ is the first born of the 
new creation—to him all things in the Chris- 
tian world owe their origin, “all were created 
through him and for him,” and “he is before 
all” first in dignity, office and character ; and 
by him all consist ; that is, are supported and 


} 
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speaking in the text,and not of all things uni- kept in being in spiritual life through their re- 
versally. What, then, is the import of these lation to him—as the branches are preserved 
words? ‘They manifestly denote “ those who sit ‘and invigorated by the juice of the vine, to use 
on thrones,” those who exercise dominion. Thus Christ’s own beautiful figure. And he is the 
civil rulers are denominated by the same Apos- head of the Church—the first born from the 
tle, Titus iii. 1, “principalities and powers.” dead; that in all things he might have the pre- 
Paul exhorts the Ephesians to put on the whole eminence, for it pleased the Father, that in 
armor of God, and adds, “for we wrestle not him should all fullness dwell. 
against flesh and blood, but against principali-; The same general sentiment is expressed in 
ties and powers, against the rnlers of the dark- the second chapter.” “Ye sre complete in 
ness of this world, against spiritual wickedness him,’ who is the head of all principality and 
in high places.” Of Christ it is said in another power.’? We find it also in the first chapter to 
Epistle, “ having spoiled principalities and pow-| the Ephesians—“ When he raised him from the 
ers, he made a show of them, openly triumphing dead and set him at his own right hand in the 
over them.” | heavenly places, far above all principality, and 
And again, the same Apostle declares to the power and might, and dominion, and every 
Romans, “I am persuaded that neither life nor name that is named, not only in this world, 
death, nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, ' but also in that which is to come, and hath put 
shall be able to separate us from the love of all things under his feet, and gave him to be 
God.” These are examples of the use of these head over all things to the church, which is his 
terms in the New Testament. More might be body—the fulness of him that filleth all things.” 
adduced if it were necessary. If you ask me Sir, for further authority for 
To ascertain what sense to attach to them in consideriag the creation spoken of in the texts 
this passage Col. i. 16,17, we must examine upon which I have been commenting —a morat 
the preceding verses. Paul has just spoken of creation. I will give you yet more. This very 
Ohristians as delivered from the power of dark- apostle Paul styles the change effected by 
ness and “translated into the kingdom of God’s Christianity a new creation. He tells Chris- 
dear Son.” It is to power, authority and pre- | tians that they are God’s workmanship, created 
eminence in ~that kingdom, that the word in or through Christ Jesus unto good worsks.” 
thrones probably relate. The creation intend-|Eph. i. 10. A similar use of language is not 
ed is not the natural creation, but a moral spir-/uncommon in the Old Testament. “I create 
itual one—that, effected by the Christian dis-| Jerusalem a rejoicing and her people a joy.” 
pensation. The whole passage seems to me)“ I have put my words in thy mouth, and have 
designed to declare the supremacy of Christ, in covered thee in the shadow of mine hand, that 
that kingdom of which he is the founder and/|I may plant the heavens, and lay the foanda- 
head. However eminent the subjects of his| tions of the earth, and say unto Zion thou art 
kingdom, they are subjects still—‘ those who;my people.” Drop down ye heavens from 
git on thrones, those who exercise dominion,| above, and let the skies pour down righteous- 
those who administer government, and those | nese let the earth open, and let ig bring 
who have power” are bound, just as much as’ forth salvation, let righteousness spring up to- 
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gether, I the Lord have created it.” These 
passages relate you remember, to the restor- 
. ation of the Jews to.a happier civil. and moral 
state. I surely donot depart from Scripture 
‘analogy, in the interpretations I have proposed 
of the term “create,” as applied with signal 
propriety to that recovery, which restored 
“spiritual life and immortal hope to a world dead 
in trespasses and sins. 

My time is out, else I would give you par- 
aphrases of the above passages, made in accord- 
ance with my belief that they relate to the new 
creation. : 

LEE'S SECOND SPEECH. : 

I shall not attempt to examine the saper. 
stracture of my friend until it is completed. 
{t'will be time enough then for me to adopt, 
‘or attempt to demolish his ‘‘ new creation.” 

Mr. May—I have said all I intend on that. 
©! Mr. Lee—I will now resume the argument 

that I commenced in my former remarks this 
sevening. And at this point it may be ob’erved 
thatthe argument gains strength at every step. 
ike the progress of a river, the argument 
edeepens and widens as it flows, by receiving at 
every step the tributary strength of smaller 
streams. So the previous arguments I have 
‘offered hold their own strength and are in- 
creased by each successive proposition that. I 
establish. The next point to be considered is 
“this. 
‘ DI. The two-fold nature of Christ. is proved 
‘by the fact of his pre-existence. 
Of course his pre-existence has been proved, 
while proving his divine nature, but. I will now 
- sprove the point by another class of texts. 
vo “ What and if ye shall see the Son of man 
ascend up where he was before?” John vi. 62. 

What does that mean ? 

‘‘ Before,” means before ‘he came into. the 
‘world, before his incarnation. 

He was then in heaven with the Father. 

“T came forth from the Father, and am come 
‘into the world , again, I leave the world, and go 
‘tothe Father.” John xvi. 28, 

‘This asserts that he existed with the Father 


‘before he came into the world, as plainly as it, 


‘teaches that he exists with the Father now he 
~has left the world. f 

. “For the bread of: God is he which cometh 
down from heaven, and giveth life unto the 
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* 
world. Then said they unto him, Lord, ever- 
more give us this bread. And Jesus said:unto 
them, I am the bread of life: he that cometh 
to me shall never hunger ; and he that. believ- 
eth on me shall never thirst.” John vi, 33-35. 

This asserts that he came down from heaven. 

“Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my 
day : and hesaw zt, and was glad. Then said 
the Jews unto him, Thou art not ‘yet fifty 
years old, and hast thou seen Abraham? Jesus 
said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, 
Before Abraham was, Lam.’ viii. 56-58. 

If our Saviour did not: mean to assert that 
he existed before, and at the time that Adbra- 
ham existed, he deceived the Jews, for they.-so 
understood him, and he knew it. 

He used this language in the memorable 
prayer he offered up before his passion. ‘‘ And 
now, Father, glorify thou me'with thine own 
self, with the glory which I had. with thee be- 
fore the world was.” John xvii. 5 

This proves that Christ possessed glory with 
the Father before the world was. 

The fact is now proved that Christ didexist 
before he was born of Mary. 

He had a pre-existing nature, which was: aot 
human nature. But as the Son of Mary he 
was human. 

His pre-existing nature joined to the human 
nature which he derived from his mother Mary, 
make two natures. mkt 

We must either deny -his pre-existence; or 
deny his humanity, or admit»that he possessed 
two natures. 

Ill. The twofold nature of Christ ds proved 
bya class of texts, which so clearly imply that 
he was both God and man,.that, they, can :be 
true upon no other principle. Take for in- 
stance if you please this passage. 

* For unto us a child is born, unto us a:Sen 
is given; and the government shall be.upon 
his. shoulder: and his name shall be, called 
Wonderful, Counsellor, The mighty God, The . 
everlasting Father, The Prince of ics. y 
Tsa. ix. 6. 

It cannot be maintained that this is all nent 
of any one.nature.”’ 
It cannot all be true of a being wholly Di 
vine because he could never have been a child. 
It cannot be all true of a human being because 
he could not be called “' The mighty. Goad”— 
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hor could it be true of an angel for no angel 
was ever “ child born.” 

But Mr. May remarked upon this text, that 
' dtowas only said he should “be called” the Migh- 

ty God, not that he was the Mighty God. 
. The reply is he was so called by ioaperation 
So-called by divine appointment. 

Again it is said, Matt. i. 23. “Behold, a 
-virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth 
won, and they shall call his name Emmanuel ; 

which being interpreted, is, God with us.” 

“ God with us’—God and man. ‘God with 

—God united to us, clothed in our nature. 

“Tf David then called him Lord, how is he 
this Son?” Matt. xxii. 45. 

Now here is a question asked by our Lord 
which no one in heaven nor on the earth can 

eanswer if Jesus was uot possessed of two 
enatures—‘ If David then call him Lord how is 
he his Son?” 

This question can be answered only by ad- 
mitting the two natures of Christ. 

It is said—* In the beginning was the Word, 

“and the Word was with God, and the Word 
was God.” “And the Word was made flesh 
“and dwelt among us.” Johni. 1, 14. 

~ You will remember with what an effort of 
Jabored criticism Mr May dwelt on these pas- 
passages denying their application to Jesus 
Christ and affirming that it meant an Aeon or 
something else. 

» Mr. May spoke at once. I said it was writ- 
-ten to disprove the doctrine of the Gnostics that 
~an Aeon and not God made the world. 

* Mr. Lee—you said it meant Wisdom. 

Mr. May—I said the word might be render- 
“ed Wisdom or Reason. 

Mr. Lee—I have no occasion now to go into 
any repetition of Mr. May’s former argument, 
“denying that “the word” meant Christ because 
‘he has now swallowed his words. Now he 
makes it mean Jesus Christ in order to make 


out his new creation. 
Mr. May—I said Christ was referred to in 


the 14th verse. 

* Tt is said in 1-Tim. iii. 16. “And without 
“eontroversy, great is the mystery of godliness : 
“God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the 
“Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Gen- 
tiles, believed on in the world, received up into 


glory.” 


6T 


This. can be explained only on the ground af 
his two natures. 

“ Who, being in the form of God, thought it 
not robbery to be equal with God: But made 
himself of no reputation, and took upon him 
the form of a servant, and was made in the 
likeness of men:” Phil. ii..6.-7. 


* He took” on him the form of a servant,— 
Was made &e. That form was humanity. He 
was, before he took it. That added to what 
he was, made two natures. 


“ Forasmuch then as the children are parta- 
kers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise 
took part of the same. . For verily he took not 
on him the nature of angels; but he took on 
him the seed of Abraham.” Heb. ii. 14,16. 

He “ took part” of the seme, supposes it to 


have been added to what he was. 
He took the seed of Abraham &c. He 


could not act ‘before he existed. Nor could 
this be said of you or 1: or “any ‘other a 
human being. 

“ T Jesus have sent mine angel to testify unto 
you these things in the churches. Iam the 
root and the meri of David, and the ii 
and morning: star.” 

Tho “ root” and “ offspring” implies the ‘two 
natures. 

“The root” is that on which David grew ; 
his Creator. The “offspring” is that which 
grew on David; hisson. Thisisclear. And 
no other exposition can be or has been given to 
it. 

IV. The office and work of Christ required 
that he should combine a divine and human na- 
ture in one person. 

The necessity of an atonement I am prepared 
to defend the moment it is explicitly denied. _ 
the present it is assumed. 

The work of making an atonement for the 
sins of men required it. 

1. No mere human being could atone for sin. 

If Christ was a mere human heing, which he 
must have been if he did not possess two na- 
tures, he was under the same law to God that all 
other human beings are, and could not atone io 
the sins of other human beings. 

In order to an atonement, there must be: some- ; 
thing engaged on which the law had no claim. 

Hvery created being is bound to dovote all his 
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powers to the Creator, during the entire extent 
of his rational existence. 

But Christ has made an atonement for the sins 
of men. This I am ready to proveif it be de- 
nied. 

2. None but a human being could make ‘an 
atonement for men. 

To redeem human nature, right reason says 

human nature must be the offering. 
_ For this we have the opinion of St. Paul :— 
“ Forasmuch then as the chiidren are partakers 
of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took 
part of the same ; that. through death he might 
destroy him that had the power of death, that 
is, the devil.” 

Death was the penalty of the law, and the 
death of the body was one of the consequences 
involved. 


Christ took our nature and died and rose 
again to redeem us from the power of death. 


The fact that he was a’ human being, our’ 


brother, allies us to him, and through him to 
God. The two natures were necessary to render 
him a suitable mediator between God and men. 


“ There is one God and one Mediator between | 


God and men.” Ist Tim. ii. 6. 
“Now a Mediator is nota Mediator of one 


but God is one.” Gal. iii. 20. 
“He ever liveth to make intercession for 
‘them.” Heb. vii. 25. 


“ Christ is entered into heaven itself, now to 
appear in the presence of God for us.” Heb. 
ix. 24. : 

Humanity is there, and he represents us in the 
court of heaven, with one hand on the throne, 
and the other upon us, his poor kinsmen. 

V. The doctrine of the two nathres of Christ 
may be urged from the fact that no other ac- 
count can be given of his nature and character 

The Scriptures declare him to be God and 
man, but they pronounce him nothing else. 

If he is not God and man what is he? 

It will be said that he is the Son of God. 

Bat what is the Son of God? Is hea God? 
or is he a man? or is he neither ? 

I press the question, What is he ? 

If it be said that he was God and not man, 
then God was once born a child, and grew, and 
lived, and died. 

Uf it be said that he was a man and not God, 
then we have only a human Saviour, a human 
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Redeemer, and a, human Tntercessor, whose srt 


is but an arm of flesh, ~~ ih 

It is written “Cursed be the man that ea 
eth in man, and maketh flesh his arm.” Jer. 
xvii. 5: uYG 

But of Christ it is said, “ Blessed are allthey 
that put their trust in him.” Now put thatand 
that together. . 

If it be said that he was neither God nor 
man, what was he? Was he an angel? No, 
for angels cannot die. 

But admit that he was God and man, and all 
is plain, and we have a Saviour worthy ‘of ever- 
lasting trust. One to whom we can commit our 
souls without distrust or fear of being confound- 
ed. Beneath his protection we may rest secure, 
though the uuiverse be moved. For he uphold- 
eth all things by the word of his power. This 
is our Saviour—this is our Christ. In him we 
now trust, and shall forever and forevermore. 





MR. MAY’S SECOND SPEECH. 


By our Saviour’s very explicit diasatauiee of 
the divine attributes, which Mr. Lee declares 
that he possessed, my friend is driven at last to 
resort, as I foresaw he must, to the doctrine that 
there were two natures in Jesus Christ—that-he 


*}was both God andaman. But this seems to 


me like leaving a ship, which one finds to be 
sinking, for a boat, to which there is no bottom. 
If there were ever a sheer.device of poor human 
ingenuity, it is this of the two natures of Christ. 
It could not have been imposed upon the faith 
of the church, but in “the dark ages,” when 
the understandings of men were so perverted, 
that the excellence of one’s belief was méasured 


-|by the degree of improbability in the proposi- 


tion, which he professed to believe. Indeed, it 
is so utterly inconsistent with that equality, 
which is claimed for the three persons in the 
Godhead, that I marvel any keen-sighted trini- 


| tarian should resort to it ; and it is so palpably 


self-contradictory, that so good @ logician as 
my opponent here should know better than to 
place any reliance upon it. 


Before I proceed to examine the texts, Mr. 
Lee has alleged in its support, I will unfold thig 
strangest of all doctrines, that you, Sir, and our 


audience may see for yourselves, that we are 


bound not to believe that such a monstrosity. i is 


an essential ingredient in the theology of the. 
Gospel, unless we can find an explicit declare 


tion of its truth, in the words of Christ or his 


~ 
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Apostles. New: Sir,dn order to convince aefy eh to this zecond person of his Trinity by, 
Protestants,the statement of thisdoctrine should; the. doctrine. now before us, he has ‘added 
be even more explicit and emphatic, if possible,| something, he has added perfect manhood. 
than the statement of the doctrine of Transub-| Now, Sir, if he can establish his original, prop- 
stantiation, which we explain as beautifully} osition, and prove that there are in the God- 
figurative, because the literal meaning of Christ’s| head three persons, each one equal to the whole 
words would be hideously absurd. And yet the| three, then will he destroy that equality if he 
doctrine of transubstantiation is more possible| succeed in| maintaining this doctrine. of two 
than this of “the two natures of Christ.’”’ So| natures, because, Sir, where there is a perfect 
atterly incredible, Mr. Chairman, is.this doctrine | balance, a feather’s weight will destroy the 
that we ought to reject such a doctrine as this) equipoise. But according to this doctrine 
because of its absurdity, unless indeed, my|somewhat more than a jeather was, added to 
brother can show us, or we can find, acommand | the second person of the Trinity—it was man- 
from God to adore it as a mystery, hood ; yes, Sir, perfect. manhood—a. nature, 

You have heard my brother Lee’s statement| which according to the Psalmist, was a little 
of this doctrine. Let me now read to you what|lower than the angels! Surely then, if) the 
the Rey. Mr. Ashley and General Granger, who|Son before his incarnation was equal with the 
have 50 freely denounced me as an infidel, pro-| Father, after that event, he became his superior 
fess to believe, as it is stated in the 2d Article|to the extent of an almost angelic nature. 
of the Creed of their Episcopal Church. ‘+ The} Brother Lee, where now is there any equality 
Son, which is the word of the Father, begotten | between the three persons of your Godhead? 
from everlasting of the Father, the very and| Nor is this the only inequality, which my 
eternal God, of one substance with the Father, | brother has at least hinted at.. He urged, under 
took man’s nature, in the womb of the blessed| the last head of his second speech, on Tuesday 
Virgin, of her substance ; so that two wholejevening, that the whole Gospel was based upon 
and perfect natures, that is to say, the Godhead | the glorious fact.that Jesus Christ, the second’ 
and Manhood were joined together in one per-|person of his Trinity, had suffered the punish- 
gon, never to be divided ; whereof is one Christ,|ment due to the sins of mankind—had thus 
very God and very man,” &c. The statement} made satisfaction to divine justice, and opened 

of this doctrine is very similar in the 2d Article|the door through which alone we may escape 
of the VIII Chap. of the Presbyterian Confession |from the wrath of God and the damnation of 
of Faith, and what Mr. Lee has stated just now|Hell. I am not sure that I have used his lan- 
is tantamount toit. My brother said to me the| guage precisely, but I have given you his idea, 
other evening in a very doloroua tone, *‘you/as it came to me. NowI beg io know what 
have taken away my Lord, and I knownot where | stronger contrast could be drawn between two 
you have laid him.” Pray, let me now ask him | persons than that, which is set before us in this 
what he has done with our Lord Jesus Christ ?|doctrine of the voluntary humiliation, the pro- 
Sir, he has laid him away in an inextricable! pitiatory eelf-sacrifice of the second person, and 
labyrinth of words, where neither he nor I can the inexorable sternnesg of the first. The one 
find him. sitting aloof in his ineffable majesty, beyond the 

Let me first show my friend, how this new|reach of. the cries and prayers of the penitent, 
doctrine subverts the one which he set out injuntil the second person, “touched with the 
this discussion to prove. He has attempted to| feeling of our infirmities,” came down to earth, 
maintain that “in the unity of the Godhead|‘ humbled himself as a servant, and became 
there are three persons of one substance, power|obedient unto death even the death of the 
and eternity.” - All his arguments hitherto have crogs,’’ that he might save us from eternal woe. 
been intended to prove that the Son (i. ¢., the} With whom now I ask was all the mercy, all 

_second person of this trinity,) possessed in and|the love in the divine Being, in the three-one- 
of himself all the attributes of Deity—all the|God?--with the first person or the second?—~ 
omnipotence, omniscience, eternity and immu- with the former who demanded or the latter 
tability of God, so that (if his language means| who paid the price of man’s redemption? With 
what it implies) I think he might have added,|equal pertinence might I say to my brother 
if there were no Father, and no Holy Ghost, no} Lee, by this doctrine, you have taken away my 

 @rst and third persons, the Godhead would yet| heavenly Father, and I know not where you 

bo “perfect and entire, wanting nothing.” And|have laid him, except it be, under the necessity 
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of-acting the part of ani inexorable tyrant. 
This’ cannot be the merciful parent described 
inthe 103 Ps. and in Christ’s parable of the 
Prodigal Son. 

Again, this doctrine of two pantaressonsittie 
me to believe that Jesus Christ had two minds 
—s human mind capable of being tempted. and 
of suffering extreme agony, and a divine mind 
incapable of either. “Three persons in one 
essence,” said Mr. Thorn of Liverpool,”’ is un- 
ifttelligible enough” ; but before my brother 
here has quite couthalea me that such is the 
nature of the Godhead, he propounds to my 
faith this opposite mystery of two natures in 
one essence. . And here I cannot be put off with 
the metaphysical sophistry he attempted the 
other evening, when he told me that God’s 
nature ‘of course, was incomprehensible, and 
we must not expect to find it out to perfection. 
Under that cloud he tried to make me accept a 
contradiction as well as a mystery, as I showed 
him in my'reply. But here in this doctrine of 
the two natures, which he would have me be- 
lieve as an indispensable part of the other, 


which cannot be maintained without this, he 


has. given. me as the basis of my reasoning, 
something which I:do understand, if I under- 
stand any thing + ‘*for who knoweth the things 
of a man save the spirit of a man which is in 
him??? In Algebra it is difficult to solve an 
equation, of which the terms are all unknown 
quantities. But the moment you get a'known 
quantity into one of the terms, the trouble is 
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began to exist-a longer or. shorter time ago/. 
whose powers are limited, who knows but little: 

compared with what is to be known, and can’ 
do but little, by his own unaided strength. «4 

Now isit possible so to compeund these ideaa” 
as to make of them one and the same idea? 
What can be plainer to the human mind than 
that of a finite being cannot be also an infinite 
being ; that a person who could do nothing of 
himself was not the veritable Creator of the 
Universe ; that a being of limited knowledge 
cannot know every thing ; that a being who” 
commenced his existence (as this complex per- 
son, second in the Trinity, certainly did) 1854 
years ago, had existed from all eternity ; that 
@ person who according to this doctrine at the’ 
commencement of the Christian era, incarnated 
himself and superadded to his deity perfect. 
manhood, is not the being, who has never known 
the shadow ofa change? These questions an- 
swer themselves. 

But they do not bring us to the end of the 
contradictions, inconsistencies, impossibilities 
involved in the doctrine, which Mr. Lee has 
pressed upon me. 


Now. Sir, Lhave another very grave objection 
to this doctrine, which I wish to submit to your 
consideration. before I examine the. slender 
proofs, on which my opponent is willing to rely 
for its support. This doctrine of two natures 
implicates the moral character of our Saviour, 
impeaches his yeracity and attributes to him 


over. Upon that you can base a process of deceit, equivocation, falsehood, For according 


reasoning that shall bring out the solution 
sought after. Just soit is inthe case before us. 
Teould not disprove my brother’s first propo- 
sition respecting three infinite persons perhaps, 
excepting so far as I could show that the parts 
of it contradicted ‘each other. But in the one 
now before me, I discover a quantity that is 
known to me. One term is a man: and if IT 
know any thing, I know what a man is, at least 
so far as to pereeive that. the other parts of 
this proposition of two natures God and man 
sounited as to be one and the same person can- 
not be true. If I have any idea of God, it is, 
that he is an infinite Spirit, who has existed 
from all eternity, uncreated, unbegotten, unde- 
rived, without beginning or end; incapable of 
change, possessed of all wisdom, all power, all 
goodness, without a visible body or’ material 
= ‘ 

' My idea oft man, if I have any, is that of'a 
finite being, clothed in flesh and blood, who 


to this doctrine, Jesus sometimes spoke and 
acted in his human, and sometimes in his divine 
nature, without admonishing his hearers, in 
which of his natures he was speaking or acting. 
Thus on. more than one oceasion he declared 
that he could of himself do nothing, but if, he 
were God he; could at that very moment do all 
things, and yet he did not tell those who heard 
him, that he meant that as a man he could do 
nothing. On another occasion he declared that 
he knew not the day, nor the hour of judgment, 
Now according to this doctrine of his two na- 
tures, he was ignorant of that great event only 
as a@ man, although he knew, it perfectly. as 
God, and yet said nothing to guard his hearers 
from misunderstanding him. . , , 

Once more, when he forbade the young raler 
to call him good, because ‘there is none good 
but one, that is God.” Ifhe meant only, that 
goodness should not be ascribed to him asa 
man, while it should be ascribed to him, in its 
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Mighast convélvwbte measure, as’ God, why did: 
he not intimate that this was his meaning? 
And when he forbade his disciples to pray to 
him, to ask any thing of. him, but to ask all 
things of God in his name, how can it be ex- 
plained, if - he knew himself to be God, that he 
did not guard his hearers, and those who may 
mew read the narratives of his life, from danger- 
ous error by intimating that he meant no one 
should worship him or pray to him as a man, 
while, as God, the whole universe should do 
him homage? If the doctrine of the two na- 
tures be true, if Christ was God as well as man, 
then he. was guilty of what in the mildest term 
wecall equivocation. If a King or President 
should declare that he had no power to pardon 
offender, meaning that he had no power to 
9°20 as & man, while at the same moment as 
the supreme ruler, he could set him at liberty 
by a word, he would #equivoeate. If, Sir Isaac 
Newton had been asked to tell some earnest 
inguirers by what forces the planets were held 
in their orbits, and had replied, he did not know, 
meaning that he did not know it as a common 
man, while as the discoverer of the great law of 
gravitation he understood it very well, all 
would say that he equivocated, deceived, said 
what was nottrue. So if Sir John Herschell, 
should now be interrogated, by persons who 
wished.to khow in what year Erke’sComet will 
appear again, and,he. should answer that he 
did not know, meaning all, the while, that he 
did not know that distant day as.a man, while 
he did know it, as an astronomer, he would. be 
uilty of deception. No one would ask him or 
ir I. Newton such questions as common, un- 
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ries of him respecting the day of os They® 
approached him as an uncommon person—as’ 
one, who they were persuaded knew more than 
most men, perhaps more than’ all men; they 
appealed to him to tell them on this important 
subject what he knew more than they did—more 
than other men knew. If, therefore, in any 
way, in any character, or in any nature, he’ 
was able to answer their question, he deceived 
them by replying as he did: So likewise in the’ 
other cases to which I have referred. If words’ 
have any meaning, Jesus Christ expressly dis~ 
claimed the possession of any of the attributes’ 


of Deity. He disclaimed omipotence, when he ~ 


declared ‘‘T can of myself do nothing.”’ He dis- 
claimed omniscience when he declared.“ Of that 
day and that hour knoweth no man, neither the 
Son, but the Father. He disclaimed supreme 
and infinite goodness when he said “ Why: callest’ 
thou me good? there is none good but one that 
is good.” Thisis plain language; there is no 
mystery or obscurity in it. The terms “T,’’ 
“me,” “my own self,’”’ as every one knows, al- 
ways denotes an individual or person; and 
they include the whole of that person; they 
comprehend all which goes to constitute him’ 
what he is, viewed as an individual or whole. 
In this sense our Saviour must have used them, 
or he must have been guilty of manifest preva- 
rication. 


Then consider further—no one who witnessed 
his wonderful works supposed that of his own 
power, as an ordinary man, he did them ; bu& 
some suspected that he might be a being of a, 
higher order than human. To that apprehen- 
| sion in his disciples, it was, that he spoke when 


Jearned men, but as men who had studied thesej he disclaimed omnipotence, omniscience, and at- 


subjects, and were fairly presumed to know 
vastly more than those who put to them the 
inquiries, I have supposed. ; 
And more, if Archimedes the philosopher, 
HS old Syracuse i in Sicily, had been applied to, 
to"move a ton’s weight, and had answered that 
fie had no power to do it—meaning that by his 
own unaided physical strength as a man, he had 
not power enough for such an undertaking—he 
would justly have been accused of lying, espec- 
ially by those who. had heard him say, in his 
scientific lectures, that with the power of the 
lever, if he had a'suitable fulerum and a place 
to'stand on, he could move the world. 
© Such duplicity—such deception as this, the 
doctrine we are considering, virtually imputes 
to Jesus Christ, when his disciples made inqui- 


| tributed his power and wisdom to God who gaye 
to him all of either of those attributes, that Ne 
(had manifested to their admiration, 





But again: If there be any part of Ohrist’s 
example which is more valuable to beings such 
as we are, in the midst of trials and temptations, 
it is his confiding and submissive, piety. What 
words nerve so powerfully our resolution to 


me Satan,’ or rather the jspirit which they 
evince? And oh, what words come to us with 
such a sustaining power, when our hearts are 
ready to sink under a bitter disappointment, op 
lebte bereavement ; what words in the hour of 
overwhelming sflighign! help us, to say so exa 
actly what should be said by all dependent be 
ings, and in the very utterance of them awaken 





withstand the: wrong, as his ‘ get thee behind _ 


a faith and a . submission kindred to that which| 


inspired them. I say what words were ever 
spoken so full of the spirit of filial trust and 
pious resignation as his, “the cup which my 
Father hath given me, shall I not drink it? 
Father not my will but thine be done” But if 
this doctrine which Mr. Lee affirms be true, it 
takes away all reality from Christ’s acknowledg- 
ment of dependence ; his supplications for aid, 
and his expressions of entire acquiescence in 
the divine will. If he were God, how could he 
have really suffered, as he appeared to do in the 
garden of Gethsemane. If in him ‘the God- 
head. and manhood were joined together, never 
to be divided,”’ what are we to make of his cry 
upon the cross, “my God, my God, why hast 
thou. forsaken me?’ If he were the eternal Je- 
hovah, how could his death upon the cross have 
been anything more than an appearance? His 
resurrection and assension too, what evidence 
would they be of man’s immortality? If Christ 
were God, to whom could he have offered 
prayer? Ifhe were himself the Highest, Holi- 
est One, to whom could he look up with rever- 
ence? Ifhe were the infinite God incarnate, 
his prayers must have been offered to himself ; 


and thus his devotions become utterly unintel-|_ 


ligible ; and we are deprived of the strengthen- 


ing, comforting influence of his example in our]* 


-days of trial, in our nights of affliction. 

In conclusion sir, let me say that the use 
which this doctrine requires us to make of cer- 
fain expressions of Scripture, mystifies the Bi- 
ble, and destroys all confidence in the meaning 
of itslanguage. If for the sake of supporting 
asystem of doctrines, devised centuries after 
Christ’s ascension, we are required to set aside 
the plain, obvious meaning of Christ’s declara 
tions respecting himself, and assume that he 
meant something very different from what he 
éertainly said. Why, if this be the use we are 
to make of the Bible, there cin no dependence 
be placed upon its teachings ; we had much bet- 
ter go directly to the creeds of the churches, and 
not trouble ourselves to look for any truth be- 
yond them; or, better stil!, go back again into 

_ the bosom of the Roman Catholic Church, which 
boldly assumes and frankly tells us that we can- 
not be trusted to read the word of God for our- 
selves; but that the true iaterpretation of 
_ the Bible is committed to the Church; nay, 
more, that certain doctrines of higher signifi- 
gance than those which are recorded in Scrip- 
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only through the teaching, and on the authority: 
of the consecrated ministers of the ee Cath- 
olic Church.” ‘ yA 

Such is the retrograde movement to whet! 
such a use as my brother makes of the Bible 
obviously tends. But thanks be to God, the 
doctrines for which he contends cannot be sus-’ 
tained, even by such testimony as he has oo 
us from the Bible. 


One Scriptural text applied to this theory of 
two infinitely different natures in one and the 
same person—one Scriptural’ text alone, seema 
to me sufficient to show that it is untrue: al- 
though I mean, to-morrow evening, to follow 
Mr. Lee as far as time will permit, and examine 
the texts he has offered you as proofs of thie 
atrangest of all doctrines. The text to which] 
refer, was suggested by Rev Mr. Thorn, of Liv- 
erpool, England. Itis one from which my op- 
ponent cannot escape by avoiding one set of 
statements by referring them to the humanity 
of Jesus, and another set of statements by re- 
ferring them to his deity. 

Observe, it is God the Son, whom Mr. Lee has 
represented as becoming incarnate in the body 
of Jesus ; if was God the Son who took human- © 
ity into union with Deity ; therefore, whenever 
Jesus, in his human nature, speaks of the divin- 
ity that dwelt within him, inspired him, and 
wrought through him, it must be God the Son 
to whom he refers, if he spoke in accordance 
with this doctrine. But it so happens, Jesus nev- 
er did speak in this way ; it was always, “the Fa- 
ther who dwelleth in me, he doeth the works.” 
The New Testament doth not know this doctrine 
“of two natures in spi e i i not support 
its requisitions, 


SIXTH EVENING—-MARCH 10th. 
MR. LEE’S FIRST SPEECH. 


This is a long discussion. The audience knowa_ 
this, but we who have to bear the Jaboring oar, 
feel it to be so. Yet there are many things that 
ask for notice before the direct argument can be 
advanced any further. Indeed a whole evening 
might be occupied with a review of points not 
yet noticed by me, in reply to Mr. May’s re- 
marks. And before I proceed I must review a 
few things. Some things he has repeated over 
several times, and they seem to be regarded by 
Mr. May as the best he can do. It would give 


ture, have been transmitted in the unwritten! me great pleasure to follow him on every point, 
word of Apostolic tradition ; and can he tenent but this I cannot do for want of time. .« © 
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"Before I'take up thy line of argument I wish 
to notice a few incidental matters. 

‘Mr. May complained of me for representing 
him as not believing in the inspiration of the 
Scriptures. 

This was ungenerous. 

“1. I took it for granted that he believed in the 
inspiration of the Scriptures, and reasoned ac- 
cordingly, until he gave me to understand to the 
contrary. 

I did’ not intimate that he did not believe in 
the inspiration of the Scriptures, until I did it 
upon the authority of his own words. 

2. His words were sufficiently explicit to jus- 
tify me in my inference that he does not admit 
‘the Scriptures as an authoritative standard— 

that he does not believe that Matthew, Mark, 
Lake, John, Peter and Paul, were so inspired 
as to secure them against error in all they have 
written. 

, This was made plain in his appeal to the Rab- 
bis, in proof that Matthew ) quoted loosely, and 
meade a false application of what he quoted. 

This was also implied in his appeal to the po- 
ets. He placed the poets of the Bible on a lev- 
el with other poets for whom no inspiration is 
claimed. 

» The same thing! was implied in his defence of 
Theodore Parker. I made no attack upon Mr. 
Parker, but only quoted him as a Unitarian, as 
authority against Mr. May, ashe had quoted 
others against me. He defended Mr. Parker 
and declared that the Unitarians had disowned 
- him—had almost committed the sin of making a 
creed to get rid of him. His crime is rejecting 
the Scriptures as divinely inspired. Mr. May 
defended him, and said that he was one of four 
who extended to him the hand of Christian fel- 
~ lowship. 

Mr, Parker tells us, in so many words, that 
his religion “bows to no idols, neither the 
Church, nor the Bible, nor yet Jesus, but God 
only. Its redeemer is within, its salvation with- 
in, its heaven and its oracle of God.” (Par, 
keér’s Discourse, page 361. 

He has over and over again declared that I 
may pile texts beaven-high, and he will not be- 
lieve the doctrine I advocate. 

_ Mr. May exclaimed—-But we what ? 
againet what? 

. My, ss ecateeaiee a single text of Scripture 


| which commends itself to his reason as teaching 
the opposite view. 

Mr. May—TI said against the afd of Jesus. 

Mr. Lee—He said I might pile texts heaven 
high in favor of my views, he would not believe 
the doctrine advocated. 

His allusion to Transubstantiation, Baptism, 
and the Sabbath, was to illustrate the fact that 
he did not admit the unqualified jastigeri ome of 
the Scriptures. 





























3. Though he complains of me for represent- 
ing him as not believing in the inspiration of 
the Scriptures, he has not affirmed such belief. 
Why does he complain of me for representing 
him as not believing what he fails to declare he 
does believe? Will he now say that he believes 
that the Scriptures ‘of the Old and New Testa- 
ment were written under the influence of the in- 
spiration of God, and express the truth and no- 
thing but the truth on the subjects of which 
they treat? Will he do it? 

The next point I wish to notice is his new 
création argument. 

He maintains that in all those texts which 1 
have urged as proof of Christ’s creative power 
and acts, the material creation is not meant, but 
the new or moral creation. 

Whatever else may be said of our discussion, 
it may be said of it in truth, that it has brought 
out some new things, and this is one of them— 
this new creation... And I now say in reference 
to it, that— 


1. This is a change of grouhd from his first 
position. He denied that Christ was the person 
spoken of in the first of John. Now he admits 
that the word Logos does denote Christ, as he 
contends that the creation there spoken of is the 
new moral heavens, and that Christ made them. 

2. His criticism on the word “ by,” is un- 
sotnd. This Greek particle, with an accusative 
or genitive, signifies an active cause of any thing. 
As “ the world was made by him.” 

Take a single illustration—“ Which was spo- 
ken by the prophet.”’ Matt. ii. 23. 

“ By him were all things created.” Col. i: 16: 

If it was the prophet that spoke the word in 
question, it was Christ that created all things ; 
for the words were spoken “ by” the prophet, oo 
all things were made “ by” Christ. 

For the particle “ by” puts the prophet ie 
cisely in the same relation’ to the words spoken, . 
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ag it does Christ in, relation to the creation of all, world was made by him.” Here also the, word 


things. ’@So that, I repeat, if the prophet, spake 
these words, then did Christ, do all those mie 
attributed to him. 

_ 3. His criticism.on the Greek word azon, is 
unsound. He says the word is never used to ex- 
press the material, visible world. This is a mis- 
take. 

“The ceicen of this world, marry and are 
given in marriage. But they that.shall. be 
accounted worthy to obtain that, world, neither 
marry nor are given in marriage.” Luke xx. 
34,35. 
| Flere. the language puts “ this world’ where 
they marry in opposition to “ that world,” where 
they do.not marry. .The Greek word acon. is 
there used in speaking of this. world... But it is 
not. the “new. creation.” I quote, now, other 
texts, where the same word is. used. to express 
the material world. 

“ Be not confor ae to this pane 4 
Rib. 2: 

“ Not the wisdom of this world, nor the prin- 
ces'of this world, which come to nought.” 1st 
Gor. ii..6, 
» * The God of this world.” 2d Cor. iv. 4. 

“Tn this world and that. which is to, come.” 
Eph. i. 21. 

“ Charge them that are rich in this world, 
that they be not high minded, nor trust in uncer- 
tain riches.” 1st Tim. vi. 17. 

“ Having loved this present world.” 
lO. 

“Through faith we understand that the worlds 
were framed by the word of God, so that things 
which are seen were not made of things which 
do appear.” Heb. xi. 3. 

This text clearly speaks of the visible crea- 
tion, as it speaks of the things that are seen. 

In all the above texts the word in the original 
is aton or aionos. : 


Romans, 


2d Tim, 


Now, no pretext will avail him to prove by 
criticism that this means the new creation. But 
if attempted, it would certainly prove very 
amusing to every Greek scholar in the house, 

4, Wad he been correct in his Greek criticism 
it would not have been sustained. For though this 
word is.used. in Heb. i..2, “ by whom he made 
the world,” it:..was the “ kosmos” world that 
Christ made. 
veobn -i-10, “Be-was in. the’ world, and the 





used is kosmos. , spor at 

_ It cannot be pretended that this veonsh is used 
to express) the new creation. xis 

5. The world which Christ made comprise 
earth and heaven. 

“Thou Lord hast laid: the imeaniicae of the 
earth, and the* heavens are the work. af thy 
hands.” Heb, i, 10. ; 109 

The Greek word here rendered ee 
It oceurs about 300 times in. the New. Testa- 
ment, and is translated, “country, earth, earthly, 
ground, land, world.” STL 

It cannot by any possible means.be made to 
signify the new creation. enn Vi 

The word rendered heaven is “ een and 
is translated “air, heaven, heavenly, sky.” 
might be made to signify the new heaven, were 
it. not. eonnected. with earth, which means: this 
material earth. . liye 

6. There are qualifying terms connected'with 
the creation which Christ performed, that prove 
it to have’ been the material worlds. ©) °°)" 

“ The heavens and earth which hé made, (Heb. 
i. 10,) are to-wax old and pass away.” 

“ They shall. perish but thou remainest ; ‘and 
they all shall wax old as doth a garment;'ahd 
as a vesture shalt thou fold them up, but: thou 
art the same-and thy jeaasthall not: ae if aha 
yee eal ie 

Now the very heavens and earth:of the erea- 
tion that. Christ produced by his power, are‘to 
be wrapped up and laid away. ‘Are the new 
created souls of this “ new creation” to wax — 
and fail, and be laid aivay ? t 

“ By him. were all things created, that are in 
heaven and that are in earth, visible and invisi- 
ble ; whether they be: thrones, or’ dominions, ‘or 
principalities or powers ; all things were created 
by him and for him.” : : 

Note the terms. used— 

(1.) “ All things.” it'd 

This includes every kindof creation-that had 
then been performed. 

-(2.) All “ visible” things. 
material world. 

(3.) All invisible” things.» This inlides the 
spiritual world. 43 ovo 
(4.) Different orders are specified: § 

“ Thrones, dominions, principalities;andpow= 
ers;’” These are supposed mene orders 


“it 


This po the 
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of angels. Mr. May said civil governments |my brother’s new creation doctrine, is, that the’ 


are meant by principalities. 


new creation is not performed by Christ, but’ 


Are our governments a part of the new|by the Holy Ghost. Men are created anew in 


creation ? 
7. His criticism on en arke, in the beginning, 
is of no ayail. 


Christ Jesus, but it is by the Holy Ghost. 
“But after that the kindness and love of 
God our Saviour toward man appeared. Not 


This word signifies the beginning, and its| py works of righteousness which we have done, 
sense must be determined by the nature of the | hut according to his mercy he saved us, by the 


case. 


washing of regeneration, and renewing of the 


It signifies the origin or commencement of} Holy Ghost ; Which he shed on us abundantly, 


what ever it is applied to. 
But John cannot mean to say the Word, 


through Jesus Christ our Saviour.” 
It was through Christ as our mediator tha 


Logos, Christ, was in the beginning of the new | the Holy Ghost was given, but it was the Spir- 
dispensation. That would make him assert) it that produced the new creation. Here you ' 


that Christ.was in the beginning of his ownhaye it then. 


gospel. Would any one be likely. to. suppose 
he didnot exist so early, as his own. gospel. 
The gospel bears the name of Christ: upon. its 
face ; he is its sum and substance, its lite and 
power, and its glory. No-one therefore could’ 
fail to know that Christ was in the beginning 
of the gospel. 

But suppose the beginning of Creation be 
meant, and a great truth is revealed, and a 
Saviour is presented able to save, for he, made 
the world. : 

8. If I were fo abandon all that I have said, 
and admit that the new Creation is meant, it 
would not in the least relieve the desperate and 
sinking cause of my friend. Then would it 
follow that Christ wouldjhave to be omnipo- 
tent and omnipresent to carry on the work of 
the “ new Creation.” It must require just as 
much power to renew one heart, as to make a 
world. ‘ 

I admit that regeneration may be called a 
new creation, but almighty power alone can ef- 
fect it. 

The sinner is dead in sin, and cannot bring 
himself to life. 

Dead in trespasses and in sins is the emphat- 
ic language of the Scripture. And I care not 
whether death be the death of the body or the 
soul, it is the negation of life. When the life 
of the one or the other is lostfit is lost forever 
unless renewed by the powerjthat gave it birth. 
And that power must be omnipotent. 

Again, Christ cannot renew hearts where he 
is not. If he is but a man, and in heaven, 
how can he create hearts anew on earth ? 

9; A final objection which I will urge against 


So much for new creation. 


MR. MAY’S FIRST SPEECH. , 

I did. not, intend to occupy your time with 
any thing away from the question, but the re-'» 
mark of Mr. Lee about my disbelief of the 
Scriptures, requires a, word, To discuss that 


jis out_of place here. But at a proper time 


stand ready to discuss with him the origin, au- 
thority and inspiration. of the Scriptures, or 
with any other minister of Syracuse ; for I have., 
nothing to conceal on: this matter. My views , 
differ very materially from the commonly re- 
ceived opinions on those subjects. 

. Mr. Lee has again, unintentionally do doubt, 
misrepresented me respecting my quoting from 
Everett’s Defence. But the purpose for which 
I quoted those passages is fully explained in 
my former speech, and will be published in full. 
I refer you to that for all necessary explanation. 

My views ofthe new creation I did not expect 
would be acceded to by Mr. Lee or any other 
person at once. LEannounced to you that they 
were at variance with the commonly received 
opinions. And to all his objections to those, 
views, the best answer I can give is to advise 


{jou to read it as printed in the published re- 


port—consider its positions, compare them with 
the Scriptures—and I am sure you will find 
answers there to all the objections brought 
against them. ’ 
Mr. Lee quoted Heb. 1: 10, 11,12. Now Ly 
deny that they refer to Christ, but to the God 
who anointed him above his fellows. That 





takes away that text from him’so faras I can 
uaderstand its meaning. But I must leave this ., 
and some other subjects for the present; and. 
proceed with the argument, for lam asianxious) 
on this matter as.is my brother Leeg not that 
I am weary of; aiding you inascertaining.the. 
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truth, while your patience lasts, but, there may’ 


be too much of a good thing. 


Mr, Lee offered, as. his first, apgifthens ‘in sup- 


port of the two natures of Christ, the inference 
which he and other Trinitarians draw from the 


comparison of two classes of texts, which,speak |. 


of Jesus Christ as man or a man, in whom were 


exhibited all. the usual phenomena of humanity, |] 


birth, necessity for food, weariness, need of rest 
—life, death, with al] the affections and feelings 
that are called ou’ td the trials and temptations 
of life. 

And that class, in which my friend; and those 
who believe,as he does, think they find evidence, 
that.he was not, only called by the names and 
titles of the Deity, but, that he possessed and 
exercised the attributes of God. 

Now Sir, it is the comparison of these classes 
of texts, which has led me to the PA aitioY con- 
clusion. »\ ) 


Jesus: calls himself: ‘and is called by others in| 


the N.T: @ man forty times—the'son of man 
upwards of ‘eighty times—a prophet or one of 
the prophets nineteen times. 
seed of God fifty-siz times—the Son of God 
with kindred appellations about oné hundred 
and twenty times—a child of God and the ser- 


vant of God eight times. (See Willson’s Proofs.) | 


Jesus assured his disciples that he lived wholly 
by the father; that he could do nothing of him- 
self; that his doctrine was not his own, but his 
that igen him. He declared that all his powers, 
mighty as they were, were given him of Gou. 
The men of his generation did not suspect! 





He is called the | 
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were intending to: put God to death ; and'so 


|little confidence had they in his power, that. 


when Jesus was betrayed by one of their num- — 
ber, another, the boldest of them all, denied» 
him,and the rest forsook him and fled: » | 

And after they had seen him alive again, and » 
received, his,final instructions, and witnessed 

his ascension, we cannot find a single instance _ 
in any of their discourses, in which they de- : 
clared that their beloved master. was God in- 

carnate. Turn, Mr. Chairman, to the Acts’ of 

the Apostles, and read for yourself each and | 

every one of their discourses, and find if you 

can my friend Lee’s doctrine respecting Christ 
declared in either one of them. Now, Sir, > 
doctrine like thisLoné} too, that was to’ be as® 
my brother told us last evening it is the basis, © 
the corner stone of the whole religion of Christ, 
we might expect would appear not only very { 
plainly, but very frequently, in the discourses . 
of:the first promulgators,of this) new religion... 
What would be'thought, of the ministers of the 


present day, who believe the doctrine of the 


two natures of Christ, if it should never appear 
in their discourses or prayers? i suspect thelr 


‘reputation for orthodoxy would not be niush 


better than mine is. 


Now, Sir, as actions speak louder than boa 
and always have, I cannot help being much 
affected in‘ forming my opinions of Christian® 
doctrine, by what I learn from'the Acts ot the’ 
Apostles: So when I'come to read what was 


(written some years after the events and speech 


es that are recorded in that book—w hen I read 


that he was the’ incarnate Jehovah, dr they | the narratives which four of them wrote of the 


might have shrunk from the attempt to put 
him to death. He did not declare himself to 
them, and on one occasion when they accused 
him of having made himself equal with God 
(John v. 18,) he justified ‘the laneuage he had. 
used, by reminding his accusers of, the higher’ 
titles, than he bad taken, which nsed to be be 
stowed upon the prophets. The wonderful mir- 
acles, which he wrought on somé occasions, so 
astonished the people as to draw from them the 
exclamation, God is with him ; but never seems 
. tohave awakened the supposition: that he might 
be God himself. 

Even his immediate disciples, the twelve that 
companied with him during his ministry, heard 
not only his public Aiseousead and parables, but 
received much instruction from him in private, 
seem not to have learned this stupendous fact 
from him before his crucifixion. They never 
intimated to the priests. and rulers, 


y{matical of all books, 


ministry,of Jesns, andthe Epistles which sever- 
al others addressed to the Churches, with which 
they had been connected, and that most enig- 
“the Revelation,” the 
authorship of which is not known and the con- 
tents of which have puzzled the most ingenious 
commentators—I say, Sir, when I.come to read 
these books, and find those passages, on which 
my friend Lee relies so much to sustain his in- 
comprehensible doctrine, I feel bound, Sir, to. 
look at those passages in the light of other 
Scriptures. Not one of them states the doctrine 
of ‘the Trinity,” or the doctrine of “ the two 
natures in Christ,” as heholds it, and therefore 
I must interpret them to mean what seems to 
me to be the most in accordance with the Sacred 
Scriptures, in which these passages occur. 
T find, in a number of instances, divine tithes 
given, to Jesus Christ, though not one instance, 


that they |in which the peculiar name of Jéhoval is indis-_ 
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‘putably bestowed upon him. But, on turning | 
to the Scriptures of the Old Testament, with | 
which all the writers of the New had been fa- 
miliar from their youth up, I find very many 
instances in which the names of God are given 
to his distinguished messengers, or to persons, 
who in the course of his providence were raised 
up for some especial purpose, I have already, 
on a former evening, mentioned these names ; 
‘and I was astonished last evening, to hear Mr. 
Lee declare that no mere human being could 
‘or would have been called “Immanuel,” or 
“the Mighty God,” ‘‘ the Everlasting Father,” 
‘the Prince of Peace,’’ when so many orthodox 
commentators—Grotius, Lemborch, Gataker, 
White and Calmet amongst the earlier, and 
Horne, J. P. Smith and Prot. Stuart amongst 
the latter writers since the Reformation—all 
sllows'that those names were primarily be- 
stowed upon some person or persons born about 
the time or soon after the prophecies were ut- 
tered. Ihave not time to go over this matter 
again, but shall leave Mr. Lee at variance with 
those high authorities so long as ke sees fit to 
remain so. Certainly, whoever will read the 
Vth, 8th and 9th Chapters of Isaiah, will receive 
the impression, that these wonderful names were 
first bestowed upon some one who lived in the 
days of the Prophet, and were bestowed prima- 
rily upon that person by the same inspiration 
that bestowed them secondarily upon Christ. T 
find. on reading the Scriptures, other names of 
God, that were bestowed upon distinguished 
men, and therefore I infer, that no proof of the 

' Deity of Christ can be found in the fact, that 
such titles may have been given him. 

And as to the evidence, which Mr. Lee seemed 
to bring in a formidable array of texts, that the 
attributes of Deity were ascribed to Jesus, I 
must again insist that all that evidence is'dis- 
sipated by Christ’s own explicit disclaimers of 
those attributes. 

Mr. Lee next insisted that the evidences of 
Christ’s pre-existence all go to show that he 
possessed two natures. It might be sufficient 
to say in reply to this, that all) the Arians, of 
the» earliest and of the latest times, have con- 
tended: stontly for this doctrine of ‘the pre-ex- 
‘stence, and yet have denied his Deity. 

/The pre-existence of a// human souls has been 
believed by many heathen as well ag Christian 
philosophers, especially since the days of Plato. 
And lately the Rev. Dr. Edivard) Beecher, an 
eminent orthodox divine, has published a vol- 
ume, ‘The Conflict of Ages,”’ in which he main- 
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tains this doctrine aa ‘the’ only avenue ‘to the 
solution of the fallen state en vial in tite 
present world. 

I frankly confess, that I have not’ made up 
my mind upon this point. But I am satisfied 
that if Jesus of Nazareth did exist’ before he 
lived on this earth, it would by no means fol- 
low, that he was God as well as man for all 
the reasons that the Arians urged on this point, 
and many more that might be added if - were 
necessary. 

But Mr. Lee quoted vi. 62. “ What and if ye 
shall see the Son of man ascend up where he - 
was before.’’ 

To understand this passage we must first con- 
sider the meaning of a previous one, Johniii. 13, 
which I am not sure though I think Mr. Lee did 
quote last evening. Certainly it is as much to 
his purpose as any that he brought forward. 
It is, ‘ No man hath ascended up to heaven but 
he that came down from heaven, even the son 
of man which is in heaven.” 

Mr. Lee said—I did not rte it on that point 
last night, 

Mr. May—Ah, well. . I was designing to com- 
ment upon it, and he will pardon me for intro- 
ducing it, for itis a real good one for his side. 

Mr. Lee--Yes, but I want a make my own 
quotations. 

Mr, May—To be sure. Well, then I take that 
part back, end will only say a few things pre- 
paratory to the exposition of the passage he did 
quote. And here I am reminded of a ludicrous 
criticism on the mode some people have of quot- 
ing Scripture. Iam almost ashamed to intro- 
duceit, and yet the quotations made by my broth- 
er, while they do not warrant such a criticism, do 
remind me of this illustration of the mode. You 
can prove any thing from the Scripture by put- 
ting detached portions together. “It is said in 
one place, “ And Judas went’ and hanged him- — 
self’; again, ‘Go thou and do likewise.” And 
yet again itis said, ‘‘ That thou doest do quick- 
ly.” 

But to return to the argument. 

If the Scriptures of the Old Testament be true 
then the declaration of Jesus in this passage 
cannot be understood literally “that no man 
hath ascended up’ to heaven,” because we have 
accounts of the translations to that blissful re- 
gion of Enoch and of Elijah. It was also not 
literally true that Christ, since he become the 
son of man, had ever been there, allowing it; 
for the sake of the argument, to be a place, & 


| far-off region. We have’ no account of ‘any ag-' 


“18 


gension of our Lord until that, which took place 

after his resurrection from the dead. The lit- 
eral sense of this passage, therefore, cannot be 
tbe true one. And if aseending up to heaven 
cannot be taken in a literal sense, neither can 
coming down from heaven be understood ofa 
literal descent, but each must be interpreted in 
eonformity with the other. Now according to 
eommon and ordinary ways of thinking and 
speaking, heaven is supposed to be upwards, 
and those who wish to be acquainted with the 
will of God must ascend (in thought at least) 
to be informed concerning it. Our Lord follow- 
ing this popular idea, and adapting his discourse 
to it, makes use of these figurative expressions, 
that no other one was. so fully acquainted as 
himself with the divine counsels or designs for 
the welfare and happiness of the human race, 
because he was continually in heaven, that is, 
in a heavenly state of mind, dwelling in thought 
on those subjects and holding continual commu- 
nion with the Heavenly Father. It certainly 
will not do to understand this last clause, “the 
son of man which is in heaven,” literally, be- 
cause if cannot be true that the son of man, the 
material fleshy part of Jesus Christ, could ‘have 
eome down from heaven and have been in heay- 
en at the same time. .It would be equal in ab- 
surdity to the doctrine of transubstantiation to 
suppose this... The whole. passage therefore 
must be figurative, describing in this imagery 
the spiritual elevation, heavenly mindedness of 
Jesus; that while he was in the midst of the 
scenes and excitements of earth, he was dwell- 
ing upon. those high themes, which Nicodemus 
could not comprehend, until he should become 
less earthly minded and literal. 


Tam very much confirmed in the correctness 
of this interpretation, and am the more sure it 
ia the just one, because I find similar language 
‘ used in the Old Testament. Thus Moses speak- 
ing to the Jews concerning the will of God says 
to them (Deut. xxx. 12), “It is not in heaven 
that thou shouldst say who shall go up for us to 
heaven, and bring it unto us that we may hear 
it and do it—14, but the word is very nigh unto 
thee, in thy mouth and in thy heart that thou 
mayeet do it.” So in Prov. xxx, 4, “ Who hath 
ascended up into heaven, or descended, what is 
his name and what is his son’s name if thou 
canst tell.’ The plain meaning then of our 
Lord’s words, when stripped of their metaphor- 
igal dress, was no more than this: I the son of 
man,.the Messiah, alone am fully acquainted 
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Father ; his presence is ever with me, and 
therefore these heavenly things, of which I 
speak, are as well known to me, as if Thad 
ascended up to heaven and ‘received instruc- 
tions from the Father of light. BS red ff 
Now, I think we are prepared to ascertain 
the meaning of the vi. John 62, “ What and if 
ye shall see the son of man ascend up where he 
was before?” It is certainly an obscure text, 
and cannot be taken literally by my friend on 
the other side, any more than by myself. For 
he will not contend that the second person of 
his Trinity was the Son of man, until ‘he was 
incarnated ; and surely he will not aver that 
this whole complex being was in heaven, (con- 
sidered as a place above this world,) until after 
his death, resurrection ‘and ‘ascension.. Some 
‘other sense than the literal one, therefore, 
seemed to be the true one. ‘The very learned 
Dr. Lardner says this passage should not-be 
understood literally, “‘ and thinks that our Lord 
intended by it only to say, that he should not 
be always personally here.” The words seem 
however to me te mean much more. The ut- 
most that could be inferred from these words 
understood literally, would be thatthe Son of 
Man had been perhaps at the commencement of 
his ministry taken up into heaven, and there 
instructed in the divine counsels. This was 
the opinion of Socinius, and of the early Polish 
Unitarians, who supposed that he was taken up 
into heaven, before he commenced his public 
ministry, as Moses was called up into Mount 
Sinai, or as Paul was caught up into the third 
heavens, and there received the divine command. 
Of this however there is no account nor any 
thing that bears a resemblance to such an oc- 
currence in his life. except it be, his sojourn of 
40 days in the wilderness immediately after hie 
baptism: : bale % 
I think, however, by attending to the context 
of the prayer before us, we can discover ‘out 
Lord’s meaning, assisted by the light we receiv- 
ed in contemplating the other passage iii. 13. — 
A few verses before the one we are attempting 
to explain, Jesus had said I am the living bread, 
which came down from heaven—meaning of 
course—that his doctrine was from God, and 
that it was necessary to the life of the soul of 
every man. He presses upon every one the 
necessity of receiving it, embracing it, under- 
standing it, digesting it, that it may become the 
food of the soul. Eating a doctrine or the books 


that containsit, is not an unheard of expression, - 


with the divine will, or the counsels of the'even in ourdays. Lord Bacon, in his admira~ 
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ble'€ssay on studies, says * Some books are to 
be tasted, others to be swallowed, and some 
few to be chewed and digested.’’ Baruk, the 
scribe of Jeremiah, was directed to eat the book 
he had written at the direction of the prophet— 
that is make the contents of it wholly his own. 
Now this seems to me to open to us the meaning 
of our Lord in the passage beginning with the 
fourth verse of this chapter, which has been as 
we Protestants think so strangely perverted by 
our Roman Catholic brethren. 

Whether his disciples at the moment under- 
stood ‘him is doubtful. They thought it a hard 
doctrine, which it seems tome they could not 
have done, if they had apprehended his meaning 
to be that his doctrines must enter into the 
minds and hearts of men, in order that they 
may be profited by them. 

Seeing that they misunderstood him, he said, 

hs and if ye see the Son of Man ascend up 

he was before?” What if I should go 
away from you—withdraw myself from you in- 
tothe contemplative retirement, in which I liy- 
ed thirty years before I commenced my ministry 
-ryou would still have with you my doctrine, 
the fruit of the spirit that isin me ; and it is 
that which must strengthen, guide, govern you, 
not my personal presence with you. ‘It is 
aedful for you that I go away,” he said to them 
nothor occasion, “ for if I go not away, the 
Sik orter, which is the spirit of truth, will not 
come unto you.” 


ry MR. LEE’S SECOND SPEECH. 


The points to be proved are, that the Holy 
Ghost is of one substance power and eternity 
with the Father, existing personally distinct, 
yeti in unity of the Godhead. 

I. The Holy Ghost is called by the names 
by wh God is known. “And one cried to 
another, and said, Holy, holy,is the Lord of 
hosts, the whole earth is full of his glory. 
Also I heard the voice of the Lord, saying, 
whom shall I'send, and who will go for us ? Then 
I said, here am I, send me. And he said, go|he power to become the sons of God, even to 
‘aid tell this people. Hear ye indeed, but un- them that believe on his name: Which were 
derstand not ; and see ye indeed, but perceive| born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, 
not.” Isa. vi. 3,8, 9. nor of the will of man, but of God.” John. i. 
“The point here is this, the Lord sent the 12, 13. 
prophet Isaiah. “ For whatsoever is born of God overbbrteth 

"The speaker said, whom shall I send, and|the world: and this is the victory that ‘over- 
Who Will go for us. Us, the Father, Son and|cometh the world, even our faith.” 1Johi, 4. 
Holy Ghost. The Holy Ghost was the speak-| “ Jesus answered, Verily, verily, 1 say unto 
er who sénit Isaiah, and he is called the Lord, !thee, Except a man be born of water and of 


the Jehovah. ‘This is proved by the: words of 
Paul... A omg Put © 

“And when they agreed not among them- 
selves, they departed, after that Paul had spo- 
ken one word ; Well spake the Holy Ghost by 
Hsaias the prophet unto our fathers, Saying, 
Go unto this people, and say, Hearing ye shall 
hear, and shall not wnderstand ; and seeing’ ye 
shall see, and not perceive :” Acts xxviii. 25, 26. 


The prophet says, the Lord, the Jchoyah 
sent him, and told him what to say. 

Paul says he spake by the Holy Ghost, or 
rather that the Holy Ghost spake by the 
prophet. 

“And he'called the name of the place Mas- 
sah, and Meribah, because of the chiding of 
the children of Israel, and because the tempted 
the Lord, saying, Isthe Lord among us, or not ? 
Exo. xvii. 7. 

_ Compare this with Heb. iii. 7-9.“ Where. 
fore (as the. Holy Ghost saith, To-day, if ye 
will hear his voice, Harden not your hearts, as 
in the provocation, in the day of temptation in 
the wilderness; When your fathers tempted 
me, proved me, and saw my works forty years.” 


In the first of these texts it.is affirmed that 
they tempted the Lord, Jehovah. 

In the second the Holy Ghost says, “ your 
fathers tempted me, proved .me, and saw my 
works forty years.” 

“ And it was revealed unto him by the Holy 
Ghost, that he should not see death before he 
had seen the Lord’s Christ. Lord, now lettest 
thou thy servant depart in peace, according to 
thy word: For mine eyes have seen thy salya- 
tion.”  Luki ii. 26, 29, 30. 

Here, what was revealed to him by the Holy 
Ghost, he calls “thy word,” addressing the 
Lord. 

“ But as many as received him, to them gave 
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the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom the willof, man: but, holy, men of Ged spake 


of God.” John iii. 5. 

In the first two of these texts, men are Pie 
to be,born of God. 

In the third text, they are said, to be born 
of the Spirit. 

“But Peter said, Avanias, why hath Satan 
filled thy heart to lie to the Holy Ghost, and 
to. keep back part of the price of the land? 


While it remained, was it notin thine own?}- 


and after it was sold, was it not in thine own 
power? Why hast thou conceived this thing 
in thy heart? Thou hast not lied unto men, 
but unto God.” Acts. v. 3, 4. 

The conduct of Ananias is called lying to the 
Holy Ghost ; and in the next breath it is de- 
clared to. be lying unto God. 

The Holy Ghost, then is God.. 

“Whom God hath raised up, having loosed 


the pains of death: because it was not possi-|..4h” Pg. evi. 30. 


ble that he should be holden of it.” Actsii, 24. 
“For Christ also hath once suffered for sins, 
the just for the unjust, that he might bring us 
to God, being put to death in the flesh, but 
quickened by the Spirit.” 1 Peter iii. 18. 

In the first of these texts, it is said that God 
raised Christ from the dead. 

In the second, it is declared that he was 
quickened by the Spirit. 

“ Allscripture is given by inspiration of God, 
and zs profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for 
correction, for instruction in righteousness.” 
2Tim. iii. 16. 

Tn accordance with this declaration we read, 
“The Lord spake unto Moses, saying, speak 
unto the children of Israel.” &c. 


“Then came the word of the Lord to Isaiah, Age A he 


‘gaying” &c. Isa. xxxviii. 4. 


as they were moved AY. 9 the Holy. Ghost.”” a 
Peter i.» 2. cada Oe ghow 
It is obvious from ‘ieee remarks that’ the 
Holy Ghost is God. ‘The word: of the Lord 
came but it came by the Holy Ghosty)) © ©" ° 


II, Personal actions are, throughout ‘the 
Scriptures, attributed to the ate, Ghost, Holy 
Sririt, and Spirit of God. 


sd 


“ And the earth was ities fata ny Sa; : 
and darkness was upon’ the face of the deep : 
and the Spirit of God moved upon the face of 
the waters. And God said, Let there be ris 4 
and there was light.’ Gen. ii. 3. 

The Spirit of God moved upon the face of 
the waters—God said let there be light. Here 
is a clear distinction of persons.. 

“Thou sendest forth thy spirit, they. are 
created ; and thou renewest the face of the 
ss 

God is the sender, and the Spirit is thevdenti 
—The Spirit is represented as creating." © ©» 

“Whither ‘shall I go from thy Spirit ? or 
whither shall I flee from thy presence’? If I 
ascend up into heaven, thou art there; Tt I 
make my bed in hell, behold, thou art” there. 

If Y take the wings of the morning, “and 
dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea ; Byen 
there shall thy hand lead me, and thy right 
hand shall hold me.” Ps. cxxxix. 7-10. 

The Spirit of God, and the ease of God 
are represented as two things. ~ 


Both are represented as every, where. 

“The Spirit of the Lord God is upon mé ; 
because the Lord hath anointed me ‘to proach 
” Yea. Ixi. if 


“ And he began to say, unto them, This day 


SojJeremiah says, “Moreover the word of pa eee Ba ee ears tt ok 


the Lord came unto me saying.” Jer. ii. 1 
“The word of the Lord came expressly unto| 


Ezekiel,” Eze. i. 3. . 
“The word of the Lord that came unto 
Hlozea.” Hozea i. 1. 


iv. 21. 

What, was upon. him, if we; deny pepe 
ality of the Spirit. 

“Then the spirit took me. up, ‘and. I heard 
behind me.a voice of a great rushing, saying, 


“The word of the Lord that’ éame unto| Blessed be the glory of the Lord from his place, 


Joel.” Joel i. 1. 


I heard also the. noise of the wings of the. liv- 


“The word of the Lord came unto Jonah.” | ing creatures that touched one another, and 


Jonah i. 1. 


the noise of the wheels over against them, and 


» “The burden of; the word of the Lord to|a noise of a great rushing. So the spirit lifted 


‘Israel: by Malachi.” i. 1. 


me up; and took me away, and I went,in bit- 


‘ “Bor the prophecy came not in old time by ' terness, in the heat of my spirit ; but the hand 
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of thé Lord was strong upon me.” 
12-14. 

Here the Spirit aiale transported: | the 
prophet. 

“And Jesus, A an he was baptized, went 
up straightway out of the water: and, lo; the 
heavens were opened unto him, and he'saw the 
Spirit of God descending like. a dove, and light- 


Ezekiel iii. 


, ing upon him :, And, lo, a veice from ‘heaven, 


saying, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am 
well pleased.” . Matt. iii. 16, 17. 
' Here we see Christ coming up from the 
water, the Spirit descending, and the. Father 
speaking from heaven. 

“ Then was Jesus led up of the Spirit into 
the wilderness, to be tempted of the devil.” 
Matt. iv. 1. 


The Spirit here performed a personal action. 
“ But when they shall lead you, and deliver 


8i 


intercession for us with \groanings aiaial can- 
not be uttered.”’ Rom. viii. 26. 

The Spirit, to help, must be, not only) a per- 
sonal identity, but.an intelligent active. agent, 
or power. 

“ But we are bound to. give thanks. always 
to God for you, brethren beloved of. the Lord, 
because God hath from the beginning. chosen 
you to salvation through sanctification of. the 
Spirit and belief of the trath :’ 2 Thes. ii, 13. 

Here the Spirit is represented as the great 
agent in our salvation. 

We are sanctified by the Spirit. 

“ Now the Spirit speaketh expressly, thati in 
the latter times some shall depart from the faith, 
giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines 
of devils: 1 Tim. iv. 1. 

“ How much more shall the blood of Christ, 
who through the eternal Spirit offered himself 


you up, take no thought beforehand what ye without spot. to God, purge your conscience 
‘shall speak, neither do ye premeditate ; but|from dead works to serve the living God or 
whatsoever shall be given you in that hour, | Heb. ix. 14. 


that speak ye: for it isnot ye that speak, but 
the Holy Ghost.” Mark xiii. 11. 


Here we have the whole Trinity. 
Christ offering himself, through the eternal 


The Holy hinds ta herd sonid-t speak in or | Spirit, to God the Father. 


through men. 
as personality. 


This implies intelligence, as well 


The Spirit possesses the attribute of eternity. 
And the spirit and the bride say, Come. 


“ And there appeared unto them cloven And let him that heareth say, Come. And let 
tongues like as of fire, and it'sat upon each of|him that is athirst come: and whosoever will, 
them + And'they were all filled with the Holy |let him take the water of life freely,” “il 


Ghost, and began’to speak with other tongues, 
as the Spirit gave them utterance.” Acts. ii. 
3, 4. 

“Then the Spirit said unto Philip, Go near, 
and join thyself to this chariot.” Acts viii. 29. 

“ake heed therefore unto yourselves, and 
to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost 
hath made yon overseers, to. feed the church of 
God, which he hath purchased’ with his own 
blood.” Acts xx.,28. 

Here is an official act said to have been 
done by the Holy Ghost. 

“The Spirit itself beareth witness with our 
apirit, that we'are the children of God: Rom. 
viii. 16. 

How can the Spirit bear witness with 
our Spirits if it ig not a personal identity and 
agent. 

»“ Likewise the Spirit also helpeth our infirm- 


-ities : for we know not what we should pray 


for.as we ought: but the Spirit itself maketh 


xxii. 17, 


III. There are many texts of Bl Hare, 
which not only imply the personality of the 
Holy Ghost, but which can never be explained 
upon any other principle. 

“ Wherefore I say unto you, all manner ‘of 
sin and blasphemy shall be forgiven unto men : 
but the blasphemy agaist the Holy’ Ghost 
shall not be forgiven unto men. And whoso- 
ever speaketh a word against the Son of man, 
it shall be forgiven him : but whosoever speak- 
eth against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be 
forgiven him, neither in this world, neither in 
the world to come.” Matt. xii, 31; 32. 

Call the Holy Ghost what you may, this text 
will never make sense, unless you admit: ita 
personality. 

Call it an attribute of God. , 

Call it the power of God..  otvorté 

Call ita manifestation of God. + oye 

Call it the influence of God. > ty 


“There is no ground for the unpardonableness 
of the sin, if you deny the personality of the 
Spirit: lf 
"And the Holy Ghost descended in a bodily 
shape like a dove upon him; and a voice came 
from heaven, which said, Thou art my beloved 
‘Son ; in thee I am well pleased.” Luke iii. 22. 

“No one can tell what it was that descended, 
if the personal existence of the Holy Ghost be 
Sas 

~ Teton my opponent tell what we are to under- 

stand by the Holy Ghost in this text. 
_ “Ye stiffnecked, and uncircumcised in heart 
‘ond ears, ye do always pone the Holy Ghost : 
‘as your fathers did, so do ye.’. Acts. vii. 51. 
~ Here the Holy Ghost is made to be a. uniform 
something which both they and their fathers re- 
’ “sisted, . ; 

What did they resist ? 

_ © While Peter thought on the vision, the 
Spirit said unto him, Behold, three men seek 
thee.” Acts x. 19. 

Oan any one tell what or who spake to Peter, 
‘without admitting the personality of the Spirit ? 

“How God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with 
the Holy Ghost and with power; who went 

about. doing good, and healing all that were 
oppressed of the devil : for God was with him.” 
Acts x. 38. 

With what did God anoint Jesus? 

.. With himself? With one of his attributes ? 
With & divine manifestation ? 

‘ As they ministered to the Lord, and fasted, 
the Holy Ghost said, Separate me Barnabas 
and Saul, for the work whereunto I have called 
them.” Acts xiii. 2. ; 

. Here the Holy Ghost represents himself as 
@ personal identity, by applying to himself the 
personal pronoun me, and J. Here are three 
points : 





1. The Holy Ghost had called Barnabas and) 


Paal. 
2. The Holy Ghost spake to the church or 
their leaders. 
» 3. The Holy Ghost required that they be set 
apart for him or to him. Separate me, &e. 
“And when Paul had laid Azs hand upon 
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There was something that ‘came on. "thom. 
What was it? 

It was somethingwhich gave them the! use 
of language before unknown. vit 

It was something which gave Sedu views of 
truth not before possessed, for = seepinee 
or taught. 

What was that that which: came upon ‘donk 
and did all this, called the Holy Ghost? 

“And my speech and my preaching was not 
with enticing words of man’s’ wisdom, but in 
demonstration of the Spirit’ and of power: 1 
Cor. ii. 4. slew 

The Spirit is here represented:as. 4 comvin- 
cing or proof giving agent, attending: and op- 
erating through Paul’s piachin What was 
it? Mi 

But God hath revealed them, tee us ai his 
Spirit : for the Spirit searcheth all.things, yea, 
the deep things of God.” 1 Cor..ii, 10... 

1. God reveals the high and holy, ipings he 
has prepared for us. , oda 

2. This is done by the Spirit. Ps 

3. And this revelation ‘the Spirit i is: capable 
of making, because he, searcheth all iri ms 
‘the deep things of God.”’ 

How can this be explained ? i 

If by the Spirit you mean God himself, a 
any of his attributes, denying the distinetion 


i 


¢ 


of persons in the Godhead, you. make Pau 
say that God reveals these unto us by himself, 
and that God searches the deep. things of him- 
self. 


If you deny the essential divinity of the 
Spirit. you make some created or mere ideal 
being search the deep things of God. 

- For through him we both have an access by 
one Spirit unto the Father.” Eph. ii. 18.;. 

The word “both,” denotes Jews and Gentiles 
both come to God by the same way. 
Here we have the whole Trinity. 

1. We have access-to the Father, the: first 
person in the Trinity. 

2. This access is through Christ, the ae, 
the second person in the Trinity. 

3. This access to the Father through | the 


'|Son, is by the Spirit, the third person in the 


Trinity. 


them, the Holy Ghost came on them ; and they| . Deny the personality of the Spirit atic ‘ako 
spake with tongues, and ‘prophase ” Acts}can tell by whom or by what it sathaaretiite 
xix. 6. access to the Father through Christ 2) 9 «.. 
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e ‘ 

What is this third agent. 

4. The difficulty which must attend every 
attempt to explain'‘what the Holy Ghost is, 
if its divinity and personality be denied, must 
go far to confirm the Trinitarian view. 

_ What is the all-pervading, enlightening, sanc- 
tifying and saying agent called the Holy 
Ghost ? 7 

_1. Is it a created spirit, as an angel, or any 
created being. 

At cannot be for many reasons. 

(1.) It is called “the eternal Spirit.” Heb. 
9. 14. 

(2.) -It is called the Holy Spirit, Holy Ghost 
God’s Spirit, and the Spirit of God, by way of 
destinction. If it be a created being, it is no 
more the Holy Spirit, or ‘the Spirit of God, 
‘than an angel or the Spirit of'a just man made 
perfect, for they are God’s and are holy. 

_ 43.) The Holy Ghost, so called, is one, but 
created spirits are, with us, numberless. There 
is an innumerable company of angels and spir- 
its of just men made perfect. They are all 
holy spirits, and yet there is but one Holy 
‘Spirit, called the Holy Spirit. 

{4.) The works which are attributed to the 
Holy Ghost clearly prove that he is no created 


‘« The Spitit of God moved upon the face of 
the waters.” Gen. i. 2. 

“By his Spirit he garnished the heayens.” 
Job. xxyi. 13. 

He inspired the prophets. ‘Holy men of 
God spake, as they were moved by the Holy 
Ghost.” 2 Peter i. 21. 

“ All Scripture is given by inspiration of 
God.” 2 Tim. iii. 16. 

if the Holy Ghost that inspired the prophets 
was a created being, it is not given by inspir- 
ation of God. 












» 
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He who would trust the renewal of his 
heart to any created being does not know him- 
self, the depth and strength of the depravity of 
his heart. 

(5.) The fact that the one only unpardonable 
sin is a sin against the Holy Ghost, proves that 


he cannot be a created being. é 
MR. MAY’s SECOND SPEECH. _ 


Mr. Lee quoted Ex. iii. 14, and John viii..58, 
in connection, as if the latter had reference to 
the former and was intended to declare that Je- 
sus was the great ‘TI am.” 

Butif you will look at these passages in the 
light which orthodox commentators alone have 
thrown upon them, you will see:that there is no 
soundness in this witness to what he wishes to 
prove. 

Exodus iii. 14, ‘“ And God said unto Moses, I 
am that I am.’ 

Now the literalmeaning of the words so trans- 
lated is, ‘I will be that I will be.” So it is 
translated by Tindale, called the Apostle of 
England, and who was among the first as he waz 
among the most illustrious martyrs to the Pro- 
testant cause in 1536. So itis translated by Le 
Clerc, Prof. of Hebrew and Belles Lettres in the 
Remonstrant College at Amsterdam, who flour- 


ished at the beginning of the last contury: And 
Dr, Adam Clarke says “ the original words lit- 
erally signify ‘I will be what I will be.’ ” Any 
being may say, 1.am that I am, for surely every 
one is what he is. But God alone can say, “I 


will be that I will be,” for,he alone is exempt 
from influences that might make him what he 
would not be. 

The connection in which our Lord’s words 
stand, (John viii. 58,) “ before Abraham was I 
am,’ is sufficient to explain them. He said, v. 
56, “ Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my 
day,and he saw it and was glad.” How did . 
that patriarch see “ the day of the Son of man,”’ 


the time when Christ commenced the redemp- 
tion of the world? He could only have seen it 
with a prophetic eye, as it was placed before 
him in the divine promise. The Jews miscon- 
strued our Saviour’s words, and said, ‘Thou 


The Holy Ghost overshadowed Mary the 
' the Mother of Jesus, and he was begotten by 
the Holy Ghost. Mary was his mother, but 
was a created being his father? What was 







Peing 3 art not yet fifty years old, and hast thou seen 
bie ip ans is the Regenerator and Abraham?” Jesus had not said that he had 
Sanetifier of kind. seen Abraham, or that Abraham had seen him, 


“Not by works of righteousness which Wel only that the patriarch had seen his day. So 
have done, but according to his mercy he saved |he replied with emphasis, “ Verily, verily, Tsay 
as, by the washing of regeneration, and renew-| unto you, before Abraham was, J am,” that is, 
ing of the Holy Ghost :” Titus iii. 5. -|I, as the Messiah, the promised one, Iwas pla 


a 


ced before Abraham’s view in prophetic vision, 
and! he rejoiced in the prospect of my coming, 
_though you, who call him your father, are hat- 
‘ing and’ persecuting me. This interpretation 
of the passage agrees with the context and all 
‘the circumstances, 

I am aseured of the correctness of this expo- 
sition by high orthodox authorities on another 
point. Grotius, Kuinoel, Rosenmuller, Schlen- 
suer, Le Clere, John Pye Smith, and others, all 
concur, as I learn from “Concessions of Trinita- 
rians,”’ and as I know most of them do, in say- 
ing that the word “ ego eimi,” should have been 
rendered “I was.”” And in proof that the pres- 
“ent tense is often put for the imperfect, they ap- 
peal to Psalms xc. 2; Prov. viii. 25; Jer. i. 5; 
John i. 19, ix. 8, 35, il 9, xy. 27. 

Grotius says, “ Jesus was before Abraham in 
the divine decree,” and refers to John xvii. 5: 
Luke xv. 31; John i. 23, ix. 8-25, xv. 27. 

Beza, the calicagee and successor of Calvin 
in the Church and University of Geneva, says, 
“T do not think that Christ here simply speaks 
of himself as God, but as he was seen by Abra- 
ham with the eye of faith, namely, as a media- 
tor between God and man, or God manifested in 
the flesh’; for otherwise he would seem not to 
have spoken to the purpose.” 

Dr. John Pye Smith, in his Scripture testimo- 
ny to the Messiah, says, “ Some suppose that in 
‘asing the expression ‘I am,’ our Lord intended 
@ reference to the divine appellation announced 
to Moses, ‘I am that which I am.’» But itis to 
be remarked that the words of that passage are 
inthe fature tense, “I will be that which I will 
be,” (Exod. iii. 14,) ‘and most probably it was 


not intended as a name, but as a declaration of 
the, certain fulfillment of all the promises of 


God, especially those. which related to the. de- 
liverance of the Israelites. . There does not ap- 
pear, therefore, sufficient ground to sustain the 
. idea, of an allusion to this.” Vol. 1, page 16, 

But this.is not all that I have to say upon this 
passage, which has been twice or thrice, quoted 
by Mr. Lee, .and ina manner, to show. that he 
places great dependence upon it. 

«In all other places where the words ego eimi 
occur they are translated “Iam he.” _Thereare 
two instances in this very chapter. . Verse 24, 
“If ye believe not that. ‘ ego eimi’ Tam he, ye 
shall die in your sins.’ Verse 28, When ye 
have lifted up the Son of man, then shall ye 


know that Iam he, and that Ido nothing of 
myself ; but as my Father acdouals me, L speak 


there things,’ 
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John iv. 26, “T that, enkante thee amihe,’’ 


(ego etm.) »..., Hneittth of fe 
John xiii,,19, “ Now i, tell you, before it come 


| to pass, that, when, it come. to pass, ye may, be- 


lieve that Iam he.’ : of ae 
These are sufficient, though very many, more 


‘examples might be brought forward, in’ which 


the translators of our English Bible have ins rt- 
ed the “he” after the “Iam.” Not asim lar 
case to the one we are considering can be found 
where they have omitted this addition.” Why 
they omitted it here is evident I think.’ They 
were believers in the doctrine Mr. Lee is at- 
tempting to support, and thinking they saw 
here an allusion to Exod. iii. 14, they translated _ 


}|the phrase more Htegalls: than. they had done 


elsewhere. ; fois 
, “And now,:O than glorify thou, me with 


sry | Peas 
Tt 


;| thine own self, with the glory which Thad with 
thee before the world was.”’ J ohn xvii. x ome 


This text Mr. Lee evidently regards as & very 
strong one in favor of the pre-existence and 
self-existence of Jesus Christ. But he cannot 
have attended to certain peculiarities in the 


‘original languages of the Bibles ten) ° 


God said to Abraham, “I have:made thee the 
father of many nations,” when as yet he had 


notason. The Janguage-is not “ Iwill make 


thee hereafter,”, but, “(I have made, thee. the 
father of many nations.”” Now, what else could 
have been the meaning of this but that. it was 
the divine intention, and. would be br ‘ought 
about in the future providence of Goa, that 
many nations should descend from that. Tighte- 
ous man. I say, therefore, in the same sense, 
that Abraham was the father of many nations 
before he had yet a son—so Ohrist had the | lo- 
ry for which he now prayed—he had it with’ 
Father before the world was; ‘that “ in fivine 
foresight and intention. be 

If, we arrange our Lord’s words) in the ééder 
in which they stand. in the original,Greek, we 
may perhaps find some authority from that or- 
der itself, for affixing to them the Sense Ipro- 
pose. “And now, O Father, glorify thou me . 
with thine own self, with the glory. which I had 
before the world was with thee.: pel 

The glory he prays for, was a glory that ‘had 
not yet been in his own possession, but was with 
the Father, not only as everything that « comes 
to pass must, in one sense have been, i. e. inbis 
foresight, but'Christ’s glory was with the Fath- 
er before the world was, or before the Christian — 
age commenced, in the divine intention. It was 


la part of the divine counsel from the very first, 
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that the Messiali® should’ be plorified, and that 
his faithful followers should share in the divine|to me my friend can answer this but the same 
gracéand metoy by him 9 | way T should. | 
Accordingly itis said, (Eph: i. 3, 4,) “Blessed |’ Let me only’ ada, sir, in justice {0 our disin- 
be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ | terested Lord and Saviour, that the glory for 
who hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings, | which he prayed was not personal enjoyment or 
in heavenly places in Christ, according as he|selfish exaltation. No. As he said on a former 
hath éhosen'us in him before the foundation of| occasion, he came not, he lived ‘not, he died 
the world.” é not to seek his own glory. “His petition was, 
Thus also we read, (2'Tim: i 9,)“ Who (God) | that notwithstanding the dark clouds that seen- ” 
hath saved us, and called us with a holy calling,}ed to be settling about him and his cause—his 
not according te our’ works, but according to| petition was that that cause niight trinmph—the 
his‘own purpose and grace which was given us| gracious purposes of God—the sanctification | 
in Christ Jesus;before the world began.” And |and redemption of the world might be crowned 
our Lord ® represents’ himself as saying to the | with the most glorious success. He doubtless 
righteous at the day of judgment, (Matt, xxv. | uttered this prayer more in sympathy with the” 
34,) “ Come ye blessed of my Father, inherit the | failing hearts of his disciples than‘on his own — 
kingdom prepared for you ‘from the foundation |account. For he says, verse 13, “Now come I 
of the world.” Sa to thee, and these things I'speak in the world, © 
I would therefore interpret the words of our| that they might have my joy fulfilled in them- 
Lord Jesus Christ, in the passage we have been|selves.”” And in the 22d verse he prays, “ The’ 
considering, (according to the Hebrew phrase-| glory which thou hast given me Thave given 
ology;'and the general sense of Scripture,) ‘as|them, that they may be one, even as we are one, 
referring #6 the glory that was intended for|Iin them and them in me, that they may be 
him; or laid up in’ thé divine, all-foreseeing | made perfect in one, and that the world may’ 
min@ ‘before the day’ of redemption began, or| know that thou hast sent them as thou hast sent ’ 
before the world was. So that our Lord, after | me,and hast loved them as thou hast loved me.” 
having glorified the Father on the earth, and| Jcannot but think, sir, that the exposition T 
finished the work which he had given him to do,|have now offered will approve itself to my 
now requests in prayer that glory which he|friend on the other side, when he chall have 
kniéw was destined for him—the glory of being|considered more the usages of the Jewish fan- 
the’Saviour ofthe world. As yet little appear-| guage, and shall have compared more carefully 
ed to have been acdomplished by his ministry.|Seripture with Scripture on this point. Would 
There were few who ventured to become his fol-| to God that we all of us studied the Bible much 
lowers and embrace his religion. He was'about| more in the light that radiates from its own pa- 
to” be crucified. Still he felt sure of the tri: | ges, and miuch less tn the shadows 'that are pro- 
umph of his truth. He foresaw tbat his gospel |jected upon its pages by our educational preju- 
would triumph in the world ; and in the confi-|dices and sectarian opinions. 
* dence of this faith, even in that dark hour, he} “And, without controversy, great is the mys- 
prayed that it might be even so. tery of godliness; God was manifest in the 
To'show you still farther that this is the true | flesh, justified in the spirit, seen of angels, 
exposition of this important passage, let mé ask | preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the 
you, my brother, to look again into your New| world, received up’ into glory.” 1 Tim. iii. 16. 
Testament, and see if the glory for which Christ} For my part, Tam unable to see the reason 
prayed be not the same Slory which the Apos-| why my brother Lee and Trinitarians general- 
tles spoke of as actually received ne him. And|ly, should put so much confidence in this text, 
still farther, did he not pray for this glory as|even allowing it to stand just as it does in our 
the reward of & work done by him upon the|common translation. The being here spoken of 
earth, and did not the Apostles speak of it as|as God manifest in the flesh, could not have’ 
given to him as the reward of what he had done been the High and Holy One, who is from ever- 
and suffered upon earth? And I ask, once, how lasting to everlasting the same, without 2 sha~ 
could the glory which you supposed Christ pos-} dow of change, in his very nature exalted, glo- 
sessed before he appeared on earth, or had done}rious beyond our utmost thought, invisible, 
any part’ of the word, how could that possibly | whom no eye hath seen or can see, we canner 
be the reward of 2! work done by him upon'consistently suppose it to be the supreme Got 


earth, of his obedience and sufferings? It seems” 
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who, is here spoken of in this passage, for here 
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Bishop Marsh, one of, the most illustrious. 


we read that he was manifest in flesh, that he| biblical scholars that, ever wore a mitre in: the. 
had a person which mortal eyes could look up-| English Episcopal Church, says in. his Notes to. 


on; nay, more, that he was received up into 
glory, that is, underwent a change froma lower 
to.a highér state of glory; nay, further still, 
that he who is all perfect was justified. 

Now this. cannot be iruly said of the supreme 
deity, unless we may contradict some of the 
plainest. declarations of Scripture respecting 

nd ag we have seen that the title “God,” is 
frequently bestowed upon the prophets, angels, 
and messengers of the Most High, we may infer 
that it must be some such one who is here spo- 
ken of, and can have little doubt that it was Je- 
sus, Christ, God’s most illustrious messenger— 
nay, his dearly beloved Son, in whom, as in an 
express. image of. himself, the heavenly Father 
hath. more clearly manifested himself to: the 
world than by any other prophet: or angel. 

So far as my. argument against the proposi- 
tion, before us is concerned, I should: be willing 
toleaye this text with the comment I have now 
made upon it. Butas so much reliance is put 
upon. this passage, as if it were one of the cor- 
ner stones of the whole edifice of orthodoxy, I 
feel that it is my duty still further to show how 
this. stone has been crumbled in pieces, or at 
least so far broken that even many stout de- 
fenders of the Trinity do not place much de- 
pendence upon it. 

So long ago as Grotius, who flourished inthe 
early days of the Protestant Reformation, the 
common reading of the original of this text 
was called in question by him and other bibli- 
cal scholars; and it was more than intimated 
by them, that instead of ‘ God” was manifest in 
the flesh, the real original required us. to read 
either “ which was,” or ‘he who was manifest- 
ed in the flesh ;” they who understand Greek 
know how easily the abbreviations of the words 
that mean “ God,” “ which” and “ who” might 
be mistaken for each other, 

Less than a century afterwards, Sir Isaac 
Newton, ‘‘ whose piety swelled responsive to 
his knowledge,” and who was as great a theo- 
logian almost as he was astronomer. . He 
wrote a Tract, in which he showed that the 
passage ought to have been translated “ Great 
is the mystery of godliness, which was manifest- 
ed.in the flesh’; that having been the reading 
in all the churches for the first four or five hun- 


dred years, and of the authors of all the ancient 
versions, Jerome as well as the rest. 





Michaelis’s Introduction, Vol. Il. p. 84, that. the 
common reading (God) “is not found a prima. 
manu, in a single ancient: manuscript in uncial, 
letters, nor in a single ancient. version except. 
the Arabic, which is of very doubtful authori-,, 
ty.”’ Concessions p. 514. * oPrde os 
Dr. John Pye Smith, the savor of whose/or- 
thodoxy has been for the; last fifty years. even 
more redolent. than that of his learning,.con+ 
fesses evidently with much reluctance, ‘ that; 


the reasons in favor, of reading (he who): are’so,. 


weighty as to render the: whole case very per-), 
plexing, and, he apprehends, incapable of being: 
determined so as to dissipate all: the doubts of a 
conscientious. inquirer. Concessions: p. 513—') 
Script. Test. Vol. HI. 322. sw edit 

And Dr. Adam Clarke, the great and certaia- 
ly very. learned Methodist Commentator,) wha. 
never yields any; thing that he. can with any, 
fairness hold on to as.a proof of the deity,.of; 
Christ, acknowledges that.he is ‘“perplexed by, 
various readings of the clause ‘God. was mani- ; 
fest in the flesh,’ for instead of God. several... 
manuscripts, versions and fathers have who or 
which.” Commentary in Loe. : 

Many more witnesses against the common 
reading might be brought forward, but these, I 
trust, will be.enough to show that my brother . 
Lee, and other Trinitarians, whe rely much 
upon this passage, are leaning upon a broken 
reed. 

The very context of this passage, it seems to, 
me, plainly intimates that some other doctrine, 
than that ,usually deduced from it, was in the 
mind of the writer. He was earnestly exhort- 
ing Timothy, a young minister of the Gospel, 
to seek after and maintain in himself, and do all 
in his power to promote in others, the virtues 
and graces of those, who belong to the Church 
of the living God. How natural that his thoughts 
should turn, and that he should wish to fasten 
the thoughts of his beloved son, upon the bright- 
est pattern ofa god-like man, which the world 
had then, or has: since, ever beheld ; in whom 
was first made manifest in al? perfection the 
spirit of true holiness, the spirit of God in the 
life of man. That such purity, holiness, stead- 
fastness in virtue under every temptation, such 
fearlessness, moral courage, self-sacrifice, were 
possible in man, had never before been con- 
ceived. It was the mystery of god-likenegs . 
never until now revealed—revealed in» him, 
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Jesus, of Nazareth,‘ who. was manifest in the 
fiesh, was justified)in the spirit, seen of angels, 
preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the 
world; received up into glory.” 

Ido not expec! my opponent in this diseus- 
sion, nor a great mapy of my auditors, will 
accept at once this explanation of this famous 
passage. But I beg of them to give it due con- 
sideration before they fling it away from their 
minds. Itis an explanation, to which they may 
find some ‘approximation in a very popular or- 
thodox book, “The Corner Stone,” by Jacob 
Abbott, pp. 12, 13. “He (God) brings out the 


purity; and spotiessness, and moral glory of the’ 


Divinity, throughthe workings of ahuman mind, 
called into existence for this purpose, and sta- 
tioned, i a @ most conspicuous. attitude among 
men. * * * The moral perfections of 
Divinity show, themselves to us in the only way 
by. which, so far;as we can see, it is possible di- 
rectly, to. show them, by coming out in action, 
in the very field of human duty, by a mysteri- 
ous union with @ human intellect and human 
powers. It is God manifest in the flesh ; the 
visible image of an all pervading Dell nim- 
= forever invisible. 
* SEVENTH EVENING—MAROCH 14. 
MR. LEE’S FIRST SPEECH. 

T resume the direct argument. 

2. Is the Holy Ghost called an attribute of 
God? ‘The subject will be beset with equal 
difficulties, and shrouded in equal mystery. 

(1.) It suggests{the question, what, or which 
attribute of Jehovah is the Holy Ghost? 

The attributes of God are known only as 
(tod has revealed himself. To say that the 
Hely Ghost isan attribute of God, is to say 
that it is one of the known attributes. What 
is it? 

Is it his eternity. Certainly not for that is 
a mere fact and quality which pertains to all 
the attributes of God. 

Is it his omnipotence or power? It cannot 
be for it is more than power ; The Holy Ghost 
develops intelligence and volition, neither of 
which belong to power as a distinct attribute. 

“The Holy Ghost said, separate me Barna- 
bas and Saul.” Acts. xiii. 2. 

“Tt seemed good to the Holy Ghost.” 
Xv. 28. 

Moreover, power has no existence only as it 


resides in an operative agent. To say, there- 
fore, that 'the sid Ghost’ is the power of God, 


Acts 


8 


as an attribute, is to say that it is God hina 

‘Is it his omnipresence ? 

Surely not. This isa mere quality af. ‘the 
divine essence, or mode of the divine existence. 
The intelligence, will, and personal. actions-of 
the Holy Ghost cannot be referred to. the mere 
quality of existing. every where. re 

Is it his omniscience or knowledge? “The. 
Holy Ghost.exerts a power that does not. be-, 
long to mere knowledge. pers 

The Spirit transported the prophet. Eze. iti. 
13. “Then the spirit took me up, and Theard 
behind me a voice of a great rushing, saying, 
Blessed be the glory of the Lord rom | his 
place.” 

Ts it his immutability-—Surely not. . 
will not only, not be pretended, but it is im-— 
possible that immutability, as a distinct attrib- 
ute, should be capable of such smanifestations 
and actions as are attributed to the Holy Ghost. 
Immutability is a quality that pertains’ to’ ‘all 
the other attributes, and pervades the’ se 
nature. 

‘Is it said that it is the attribute of Justice ? 
It cannot be, for it'administers grace and com 
fort, entirely beyond the ministrations bes a, 
justice. 

Is it Goodness, love, or mercy? Surely 
not. The Spirit is light and power, and’ ex- 
erts physical and moral energy as well as to 
communicate goodness grace and love. 

The Spirit, or Holy Ghost, then, is no one 
attribute of God. 

3. Is there any thing else that you can call 
the Holy Ghost, which will designate him’ as 
some thing less than divinity itself? \ 

Is it an emanation from God. It cannot be- 
This would prove that it is God himself; or else 
that'\God is divisible and that parts ‘become 
detached and fly off. 4 

Is it the influence of God? No, for: influ- 
ence is but another word for power, and like 
power, cannot exist only as it resides in, and 
is exerted by the agent to which it belongs. 
The influence of God is God himself, exerting 
his own power? just as a thought is the mind 
thinking. 

Is it the exerted energy of God? No, for 
the exerted energy of God, is but another word) 
for the influence or power of God, and can’ be 
nothing more nor less than God acting: » “y" © 
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There'can then be no account given of the; Mr. May has made'one reply in’ substance, 
Holy Ghost, if the Trinitarian view be denied ?| to me on several points. It has been repeated 
“Thave'a few incidental points to notice in| with little variations, in reply to my argument’ 
my remarks this evening before continuing the| founded upon the names and titles applied to 
direct arguments. Christ, in reply to my ‘argument drawn from 
The first is his'challenge) or offer to discuss|the attributes of Christ, and lastly in reply 
with me or any other clergyman in Syracuse,|t my argument on the two natures. Parts of 
the origin) authority, and inspiration of the| it have been thrown out in answer to others 
Bcriptures. inlaia of my arguments. ; chain 
The substance of the whole is, Christ. was, 

man, and therefore was not God. This has, 
been several times explained by me, but it shall 
now receive a thorough review, and probably, 
a final one, so far as I am concerned... © 

I will draw out his several points even more 
distinct than he made them, that the audience’ 
may see that I meet them. ~ * augeme 

I will classify his several points. °° 

I. He declaimed over the absurdity of my 
views and treated them as self-contradictory 
and impossible. svat hognbag 

This is a departure from the established rules 
of controversy. : one 

It is mere assertion. . There is no more con- 
8 | tradiction in, saying that Christ. was, God and 
man, than there is in saying that a man is both 
matter and spirit, material. and immaterial, vis- 
ible and invisible. ue: 

To prove the thing a contradiction is im-~ 
possible, and mere assertions are not to be. ta-, 
3 | ken as proof in controversy. - ran 
TERAPSPR OAM i | TL. He affirmed that it involved the destrue- 
I ne aN Mr. May to produce one case! tion of the balance of power in the. Godhead. 
nom #2m0y. quojationg, on. which ,hp copld Sup) If the Father, Son and Holy Ghost. are equal,, 
pose he had any ground for that representation. | 154 the Son took human-nature, he must then: 


As a man, @ gentleman, and a Christian, | pe more than equal to either the Father or the 
place myself upon a level above that and all Holy Ghost. 


that wep hedikedts | 1, Humanity can add nothing. to divinity ; 


Mr. May here rose and said—May I explain|to any one attribute of divinity. On this 
jast now? I did not say that these quotations! sround alone the objection must fall. 
illustrated Mr. Lee’s method of quoting Scrip-| 2. As all three are equally infinite, as the 
ture. lsaid J was reminded of this. criticism| Son or Logos was infinite before becoming in-; 
by some of his quotations. But you will re-|carnate, to say, as my friend does, that human- 
member Sir, that I said at the time, that 1 was] ity added to it, is to say that it made it more 
almost ashamed of it. And I was ashamed of| than infinite. He must then give up his objec- 
it before it passed my lips. I was ashamed of|iion, or admit that.a being can be more than 
it as soon asit was out of my mouth, And Ij infinite—that there is a degree and a measure 
am ashamed of it now, Sir, And if-it is} beyond infinity. oe 
deemed necessary I will beg Mr. Lee’s pardon.} III, It was urged that my views destroy the 

Oh said Mr, Lee pleasantly, that is abundant-| benevolence of the plan of. redemption, o “a 
ly safficient. I am perfectly satisfied. ‘| It was asked where was the love. of God, in 


Of course, he denies what he supposes to he 
the received opinion of Trinitarians concerning 
their origin, authority and inspiration, how 
else could he discuss these points with me ? 

I will only add, that though I am not dis- 
posed to arrest the present discussion, to con- 
tract for another, yet if he shall call upon me 
for.such a discussion at a future convenient 
time, I will try to furnish him with an oppo- 


nent 


ee 
SiLek hi 


_ + Another matter to which I wish to call the 

attention of the audience, is his attempted car- 
icature of my method of quoting Scripture. 
It was this :—He cited the following, expres- 
sions, as_ illustrating my method of quotin 
Scripture. it 

“ Judas went and hanged himself;’” “ Go 
thou. and do likewise ;” “That thou doest, do 
quickly.” ; 

I appeal to the audience in proof that I have 
made no quotations which can justify any such 
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the first, second/or third person of the Trinity? 
» The answer is, the love was the love of God ; 
it. was inall three, but. particularly is it. de- 
elared of the Father and the Son. 

“ For, God so loved the. world, that. he gave 
his only-begotten Son, that whosoever believeth 

in him;should not perish, but have everlasting 
life.’ John iii. 16. 


» “Tam crucified with Christ: nevertheless I 
live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me: and 
the life which I now live in the flesh, I live by 
the faith of the Son of God, who loved me,.and 
gave himself for me.” Gal. ii. 20. 

** And walk in love, as Christ also hath loved 
us, and hath given himself for us, an offering 
and a sacrifice to God for a sweet smelling sa- 
vour.” Eph.'v. 2. 

The love of the Father and the Son are 
here declared. But deny the atonement, as my 
friend does, and the love of the Father is turn- 
ed into cruelty, in giving Christ to die, when 
there was no necessity for it. And Christ no 
more loved us and gave himself for us, than 
Paul or Peter did. 

My friend asks where the love was. 
swer : 


I an- 


“ Here the whole Deity is known— 
Nor,.dares a creature guess, 

Which of the glories brightest shone, 
The justice or the grace :” 


IV. It was affirmed that the doctrine of the 
two natures of Christ, involves. the absurdity 
of Christ’s having two minds. ‘The fact must 
follow that he had a human mind and a. divine 
mine; but that only amounts to the fact of his 
two natures, the questions in debate. To be 


| texts. 





God and man, is to have a divine and human 
mind, but in no other sense does it suppose two 
msnds in Christ... This makes the. objection 
stand thus. Christ did not possess two natures, 
because it would involve the absurdity of hay- 
ing two atures. Or Christ.cannot have pos- 
sessed two minds, divine, and human, because 
it would involve the absurdity of having cwo 
_ minds.. But this,disproves nothing. 

WV. It was affirmed thatthe two natures. of 
Christ, involves the absurdity of two natures 
in one essence. 

» This is a mere erroneous statement. There 
is at least. a divine. and human essence. We 
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do not affirm that Christ as.divine and human 
was. but one essence. 

VI. It was affirmed that, my view impeaches 
the veracity of Christ. I will quote the proof. 

“ Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill 
him, because he not only had broken the sab- 
bath, but said also, that God was his ;Father, 
making himself equal with God, Then. answer- 
ed Jesus, and said unto them, Verily, verily, I 
say unto you, The Son can do nothing of him- 
self, but what he seeth the Father do :. for what 
things soever he doeth, these also doeth . the 
Son likewise. I can of mine own self do noth- 
ing : as Lhear, I judge: and my judgment. is 
just ; because I seek not mine own will, but 
the will of the Father. which hath sent me. 
John y. 18, 19, 30. 


“ Believest thou not that I am in the Mosher 
and the Father in me? The words that I 
speak unto you I speak not of myself: but the 
Father, that dwelleth in me, he doeth the 
works. Believe me that I am in the: Father; 
and the Father in me: or else believe me for 
the very works’ sake.”’, John xiv. 10, 11. 

These texts present the strong ground of the 
objection. 

Let us now examine the language of these 

1, I will not attempt to explain away. the 
obvious sense of the language, as Mr. May 
does when a, text appears against him. I un- 
derstand the language in its most natural sense. 

2. There are two points asserted in the lan- 
guage of Christ. 

One is that he can do nothing of himself 
that the Father that dwelleth i in him, doeth the. 
works. 


The second point is, his union and mae 
with the Father. This is just as clearly, 1m 
positively stated as the other. 

The Jews accused him of making’ himself 
equal with God. On what did. they ground 
this charge. 

On these words alone. 

‘« But Jesus answered them, My Father work 
eth hitherto, and)I work.” Verse 17. 

Now the question is,did he say anything to put 
a different construction upon these words?, He 


Jexplained the manner, but retracted nothing. 


“My Father worketh hitherto, andl work,” 
ig the ground of the charge. The defence is, 
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“Phe Son can do nothing of himself, but what 
he seeth the Father do: for whatsoever he 
doeth, these also doeth the Son.” 

“There is in the defense even more to produce 
an impression of equality than there was in the 
words firat uttered. He even goes much fur- 
ther and declares : 

“Marvel not at this: for the hour is coming 
in the which all that are in the graves shall 
héar his voice. And shall come forth : they 
that have done good unto the resurrection of 
life; and they that have done evil unto the 
resurrection of damnation.” ” 

The two points being settled that Christ as- 
gerted that he could do nothing of himself, and 
that he was in union with and equal to the 
Father ; I have only to reconcile these two 
truths, the one with the other. 

* 3. "The explanation is, such is the union be- 
tween him and the Father, that he can do noth- 
ing independently or separate from the Father. 
His whole work in this world was an official 
work as Messiah, to which he was appointed 
by the Father, and of course he did nothing 
without the Father. How could he do any- 
thing without the Father, or of himself, when 
he affirms that the Father sent him and that 
he is in the Father and the Father in him? 
Such is the union that he could not act inde- 
pendently of the Father, for his divine nature 
exists with the Father in the unity of the 
Godhead. 

The fact that the Father sent him as Mes: 
siah, to do an official work, is no proof that he 
did not exist with the Holy Ghost in the unity 
of the Godhead. 

If he could have done any thing of himself, 
that is without the concurrence or ap- 
pointment of the Father, it would prove the 
doctrine of the Trinity false. How terribly 
at fault is my friend’s logic, when -he argues 
that Christ was not God in unity of the God- 
head, because he could do nothing of himself, 
or independently of the Father, whereas, if he 
could do any thing without the Father, the 
unity of the Godhead would be broken. 

Thus do I make these texts wholly true, I 
have no oecasion to explain away any part. of 
the sense, as my friend is compelled to do. I 
make it literally true that Christ could do noth- 
ing of himself, but only act in union with the 
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Father, for he was “in the Father and’ the 
Father in him ;” and thus do I save tay Lord 
from the terrible impeachment which my friend 
has brought against him, upon the supposition 
that he was anything more than’ man. 

VII. It was affirmed that my view involves 
deception on the part of Christ. This’ ‘was 
mainly based upon one text. ‘ iv 

But of that dayand that hour knoweth no 
man, no, not the angels which are in: heaven, 
neither the Sov, but the Father.” Mark 
xiii. 32. ult 

It is clear that my opponent relies more upon 
this text than hny other, from the frequency 
of his. quoting it, and. the earnestness with 
which he has urged it. Let us examine it. 

1. I might adopt his method and dispute the 
genuineness of the clause, “nor the Son.” The 
ground for this is, it is not found in the paral- 
lel texts in Matt. or Luke, where the same 
words are intended to be recorded by two other 
writers, and Ambrose says it was wanting in 
this text in some Greek copies in his time. 
But I do not, I will not urge this ; I make no 
attaek on the genuineness of the text. ee 

2. I might dispose of it by a criticism, after 
the fashion of my friend, by contending that 
the verb knoweth, is sometimes used in the 
sense of to make known, asin 1 Cor.ii: 2. 
“For I determined not to know any thing 
among you, save Jesus Christ, and him cruci- 
fied.” 


This would make the text assert that no 
man, nor angel, nor the Son would make known 
that day. but the Father only would make that 
known. ‘But I will not even adopt this meth-’ 
od for which I might quote some of the’ best 
Greek scholars. 

3. I will understand the text to mean just 
what it says, and abide its most obvious sense.’ 

T explain it in the light of the doctrine of 
the two natures of Christ. My opponent 
charged upon that doctrine, this consequence, 
that it implied that Ohrist had two: minds. 
This is just the thing. He had a human mind, 
and a divine mind: Now as that human mind 
could be sorrowful and suffer without involving ~ 
the divine mind in suffering; so the human’ 
mind could be ignorant of some things, without 
involving the divine mind in ignorance. The 
human mind being finite, like all other created 
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mainds, bull not ‘know all that the divine mind 
knew, nial was infinite. ; 

“Jesus Christ acting in his official capacity 
as the Messiah, was our prophet, and as a 
prophet he acted through his human nature, 
which was anointed and filled with the Holy 
Ghost, for the work ofa prophet. Just those 
things were communicated to the human na- 


ture, as our prophet, which it was the will of] shall rise again. 


the Father should be re-created to the world, 
but the precise day and hour when Jerusalem 
was to be destroyed, or when this world shall 
end, God has neyer seen fit to make known. 
As a prophet therefore, Christ did not know, 
because the revelations of divinity to him as 
prophet, did not include that, as it was not 
among the things ever to be revealed. 

Christ was exercising his prophetic office 
and gifts as peculiar to his official appointment, 
when the question was asked. He was fore- 
telling what was to come to pass, and with an 
eye on the prophetic gift, he was exercising, 
the inquiry was made, and it included one item 
never to be made known to men, viz: when 
the world should end, and his humanity anoint- 
ed to the prophetic office, did not know. 
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“Then he took wato him the twelve, and said 
unto them, Behold, we go up to Jerusalem, and 
all things that are written by the prophets con- 
cerning the Son of man shall be accomplised. 
For he shall be. delivered unto the Gentiles, 
and shall be mocked, and spitefully entreated, 
and spitted on: And they shall scourge hie 
and put him to death; and the third day. he 
And they understood none of 
these things: and this saying was hid from 
them, neither knew they the things which were 
spoken.” Luke xviii. 31-34. 

Was it a deception to hide these things from 
them ? 

Listen to his rebuke of their ignorance and 
unbelief long after this, even after his resurrec- 
tion. 

“ Then he said unto them, O fools, and pee 
of heart to believe all that the prophets have 
spoken! Oughtnot Christ. to. have guffered 
these things, and to enter into his glory? And 
beginning at Moses and all the prophets, he ex- 
pounded unto them in all the scriptures the 
things concerning himself.” Luke xxiv. 25-27. 

Were they all this time deceived. ‘by him? 
They must have been upon the principle upon 


But did he not deceive the people? It is} which my brother charges him with deception. 


charged that he did. This is unfounded for 
three reasons. 


They did not, and probably at this time, they 
could not comprehend the matter of the divine 


1. He answered the real question asked.”/and human natures, and had the Evangelists 


<< Fell us, when shall these things be?” Verse 4. 

2. The answer was ‘strictly true. It was 
not ouly what had not been committed to the 
man Christ Jesus, as the world’s prophet, but 
what the council of God had determined should 
not be made known. It is yet hid in the eter- 
nal mind. 

3. He answered the question in the same 
capacity in which those who asked it contem- 
plated him. They did not ask him as God, 
their dark minds did not yet contemplate him 
as God, they were full of errors, and not only 
did not understand the prophets, but failed to 
comprehend his plainest instructions. 

« For he taught his disciples, and said unto 
them, The Son of man is delivered into the 
hands of men, and they shall kill him ; and af- 
ter that he is killed, he shall rise the third day. 
But they understood not that saying, and were 
afraid to ask him:” Mark ix. 31, 32. 

Did he deceive them ? 


written their gospels at this time, no reliance 
could have been placed upon them. But after- 
wards, and before they wrote, they were enlight- 
ened with the spirit of inspiration. 

After his resurrection it is said : 

“Then opened he their understanding, that 
they might understand the scriptures.” Luke 
xxiv. 45. 


Again he made them this promise : 

“But the Comforter, which is the Holy 
Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, 
he shall teach you all things, and bring all 
things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have 
said unto you.” John xiv. 26, 

This covers the whole ground of the inspir- 
ation of the apostles, and proyes that though 
they did not understand the teachings of Christ 
at the time, what he taught was brought back 
to their recollection, and the sense he taught. . 
was revealed to their naderstandings by the 
Holy Ghost ; 
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. There was then no deception, for they asked 
a question, and he answered the question. they 
asked, and his answer was the true one. They 

ced him as a prophet, probably without any 
reference to or conception of his divine nature, 
and he answered them in perfect accordance 
with their conceptions of him, and the question 
they asked, which precludes the possibility of 
deception. The answer made no false impres- 
sion on their minds, all that. can be pretended 
is that it left them ignorant of many important 
things not comprehended in the question, and 
if this constitutes deception, he deceived them 
and kept them deceived during the whole peri- 
od of his ministry. 

This view shows the absurdity of his illus-| 
tration borrowed from Newton and others. 
Suppose Newton to have been the world’s ap- 
pointed astronomer, as Christ was the world’s 
appointed prophet, and the people had no other 
conception of him but as an astronomer, and 
they had asked him an astronomical question, 
and he had answered it just in accordance with 
the fact, would he have deceived them because 
he did not tell them that there was more of him 
than they saw, that he had in what they saw 
of him, a soul, a spiritual essence which they) 
could not see and comprehend? Surely not. 
No more then did Christ deceive, when he 
answered, because, he did not tell’them at that | 
time, that he was God and knew all things as | 
God : 

VIL It was insisted that Christ disclaimed 
divine attributes. The text just examined was 
relied upon to prove this, that he disclaimed 
omniscience. It had no reference to the sub- 
ject, It was an answer to a question and the 
question itself did not comprehend the fact.of 
his divinity or of his omniscience but was ad- 
dressed to him as a prophet, and so answered. 

The texts in which Christ affirmed he could; 
do nothing of himself, was relied upon to prove 
that he disclaimed divine attributes. This has 
been answered under the head of the supposed | 
impeachment of his veracity. He could do 
nothing of himself, because, Asthe Father was 
in ‘hith so was he in the Father. It was shown 


iy 
should bow, of thing3,in, heayen; and things 


DISCUSSION OF THE DOCTRINE, OF THE. TRINITY, 


two natures of Christ detracts , from, his piety. 
especially his submission and humility. . Direct 
ly the reverse is the fact, as. I will show. you 
from a single quotation, Lei * fi ‘add 
“ Let this mind be in you, which was als 
in Christ, Jesus : Who, being in. the form . ¢ 
God, thought it not robbery to be equal , with 
God: But made himself of no reputation, and 
took upon him the form of a seryant,.and was 
made in the likeness of men: , And, being, 
found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, 
and became obedient unto death, even , the 
death of the cross. Wherefore God also. hath. 
highly exalted him, and given him a name which 
is above every name :” Phil. ii.5-9. * 
If Christ was but a man, as my friend affirms, 
never was humanity so highly rewarded for the. 
same amount of service. th ay 
Paul and Peter labored longer and suffered. 
more upon my friends theory, dy 
Christ never got below. the level of human; 
nature. Wherein did he humble himself more. 
than Paul or Peter if he was only. a. man?» 
Christ labored about. three years, Paul and, 
Peter about forty... Christ. was crucified and» 
died the same-day. Peter was crucified; head. 
downwards, ol bib tog 
Christ was exalted above. all : principalities:, 
and powers, and received a name that, is. above: 
every name. 


yeca off 
“That at the name of Jesus every . knee" 


in earth, and things under the earth. | And that » 
every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ» 
is Lord, to- the glory (of .God the Father.” 
Phil. ii-,.10,.11, 7 ; {Jo 
All this for three years labor, and one death 31: 
while Paul and Peter for forty years labor and 
one death each, hoped. only to be admitted, to. 
the pyesence of Christ. to see his glory, and a 
join with others to sing his praise. : Such. is: 
the absurdity of my friend's. theory ; it} makpace 
the piety, submission, benevolence and self 5 
denial of Christ. turn pale before Paul, aaa : 
Peter, he suffering ; and doing infinitely, ess 
than they, and being, exalted, infinitely, higher,’ ' 





that if he could do any thing without the Fath- 
er, it would destroy the unity of the Godhead 
fr which I contend. 


. 1X. It was urged that the doctrine of, the| that his sufferings were of a. redeeming 


than they. be ' 

- 1 thin & 3 t 4 { yet: 
But admit, as my doctrine, affirms, that;he.) 
had glory. with the."Father before; the. world) 
was, and that he left it and came to earth, and ni 


eharac- 
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ter, and that he suffered for all men, and suf- 
fered more than any mere human being ever 
did, ever will, or ever can suffer, and the whole 
is plain, and the crowning of him by the Fath- 
er, and the rapturous songs of redeemed mil- 
lions that throw their living echo forever around 
his throne, are but the reward of his redeeming 
work, and triumph over sin, death and hell. 


““ Alone the dreadful race he ran, 
Alone the wine-press trod ; 

He dies and suffers as a man, 
He rises as a God. 


He rises, who mankind has bought, 
With grief and pain extreme : 

"Twas great to speak the world from neught; 
"T'was greater to redeem.” 


T have one text more. 

“For ye kaow the grace of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, that, though he was rich, yet for your 
sakes he became poor, that ye through his pov- 
erty might be rich.” 2 Cor. viii. 9. 

X. It was urged that; my theory supposes 
that many texts do not mean what they say. 

This must be the stone of Proverbs, xxvi. 
27.‘ Whoso diggeth a pit shall fall therein ; 
and he that rolleth a stone, it will return upon 
him.” 

I take it for granted that every text means 
wh at it says, and have in this whole discussion. 
Thave not attempted to explain away a single 
text. But my friend has done but little else 
but to labor to show that.the texts donot mean 
what they say. Take two texts as an example. 

_“ Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, 1, say 
unto you, Before Abraham was, T.am.’’, John 
viii. 58, 

“* And now, O Father, glorify thou.me with 
thine own self, with the glory which I had with 
thee before the world was.’ John xvii. 5-. 
| You'will all remember the labored effort he 
made to’ prove that. these passages do not mean 
what they'say. 

bib- ; MR. MAY’S. FIRST SPEECH, 

«Mr. Lee has, three or four times during our 
discussion, charged me with explaining away 
passages of Scripture that obviously stood op- 
posed to the!position Iam endeavoring to main- 
tain: «Joask him, sir, ifshe> means’ ‘to intimate 


-him tosay whether: he doubts’ that I'sincerely 
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believe the expositions I give to be more near- 
ly correct than any others would be? we 

Mr. Lee--No more than you charge me with 
unfairness when you allege that I have not ex- 
plained a passage properly. 

Mr. chairman, our methods and principles | of 
interpretation are widely ‘different. Which’ is 
the better ofthe two, you and our auditors must 
judge for yourselves. The style of our Sacred 
Scriptures is eminently figurative. We must 
explain a great many passages one way or an- 
other. Our Saviour.calls himself at one time a 
“shepherd,” at another “the Lamb,” and then 
again, “the door of the sheepfold.’ Now he 
cannot be all three, nor either- one, literally. 
Which is he? and in what sense is he that? So, 
too, he calls himself the “ true vine,”’ and then, 
“the rock,” and again, “the bread that came 
down from heaven.” Now, sir, does not Mr. 
Lee explain away the literal meaning of such 
expressions as much as I do? and it his exposi- 
tion differs from mine, who shall say which is 
the better of the two? 

In answer to my argument, that our Saviour’s 
disclaimer of divine attributes is a complete 
overthrow of all the texts he piled up in proof, 
that Christ did possess them, Mr. Lee said just © 
now, that Jesus answered those questions in the 
character in which he was contemplated by 
those who addressed him; and that was as @ 
prophet and not asa divine being. Sir, does 
ke mean that Christ came into the* world te 
teach men only what he might be called to teach 
them by their leading questions? and to speak 
and act towards them only in the character 
which they might affix to him? Did he not 
come to declare to them truths which would 
make them wise unto salvation? “Now, my 
brother beliéves that’ the doctrine of the deity 
of’ Christ, aye, of the trinity of the Godhead, is’ 
the fundamental one. How then can he account 
for it, that’ Jesus not only failed to teach that, 
but that he should say what was adapted to lead 
hig hearers to Believe the opposite? ‘Jesus said 
in so many words, “I can of mine own self’ do 
nothing ;” ‘All power is given to me by my 
Father ;” “Of that day and that hour I know 
not; “Why ¢allest thou me' good,” &. “Sir, 
what can we understand from all this but that 
he was'not the Almighty, the omniscient God? 
But I turn to the subject of his main argument 


im 


The doctrine of two natures in Christ is deem- 


that I do this insany unfair way. Idemand of|ed by’ Mr. Lee, and all Trinitarians, so indispen-. 


sable to the support of their system—and*it 
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seems to me so fatal to their system that, we 
mast both of,us be excused for dwelling upon 
it longer. In one. sense, sir, all Unitarians, be- 
lieve, and ever have believed, in the Divine na- 
‘ture of Christ. That is, we believe his mission 
was divine—that he spoke and acted by divine 
authority—that he, possessed.a god-like temper 


and god-like powers--that the Father was with 
him and in him ; in this sense, sir, we all believe 
the divinity of Christ, or his divine nature. 
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ing ; but if he will answer my questions I think 
-we shall. come to a better understanding of the 
points at issue. eS a 

Do you, my friend, when you speak of the 
human nature of Christ, comprehend in your 
idea the material body of Jesus of Nazareth— 
the body that in infancy was cradled in the arma 
of Mary, and in its maturity was stretched up 
on the cross, and’then laid in the tomb? iH 

Mr. Lee—I do; in the same sense that the 


That we believe in his. human nature, my| body of my friend there, Elder Palmer, is the 


friend Lee does not doubt. . We believe, or rath- 
er let me say, I believe that Jesus of Nazareth 


same body that was born of his mother. 
Mr. May--I understood you to say, the other 


Was a man, the,son of aman and a woman, that evening, that the Holy Ghost conceived the hu- 


he had the physical conformation and bodily 
members of a man ; that he had the feelings and 
affections, the appetites and passions, the wants 
and infirmities of a man. I believe that he was 
tempted in all respects as other men are tempt+ 
ed; but, I believe that all the lower parts of his 
. Nature were so subjected, the human was so sub- 
ordinated to the divine, in him, that he did not 
yield to his temptations ; sin had no dominion 
over him’ he cast its allurements behind him, 
or trode them under his feet. I believe the Ho- 
ly Spirit, which strives. with all. of us to will 
and to do of God’s good pleasure, was triumph- 
ant in him over every tendency to evil ; it was 
enthroned in his soul. God dwelt in him, just 
as he promises us all, that if we will keep his 
words, the Father and himself will come and 
make their abede with us.. He was at-one with 
God, as he would have us at-one with himself 
and the Father. I believe that Jesus was a per- 
fect man—the only perfect one who ever lived; 
not, I hope, the only perfect one that ever will 
live, for the high calling of God to us all, is to 
become ‘holy as Christ was holy in all manner 
of conversation.” That call would not have 
been made to us, if there were no power in us 


man nature of ‘Jesus. Do you retain that 
opinion? © ; 

Mr. Lee--That- was not my position. I be-_ 
lieve that Mary conceived the'child and not the 
Holy Ghost, 

Mr. May—-If you do, then what was the office 
performed by the Virgin Mary? In what sense 
was she the mother of Jesus? : 

Mr. Lee—The same office that is performed by 
| any other mother. ad 

Mr. May—-If you believe that Mary conceived 
the body, then let meask what part the Hoty 
Ghost performed in the conception of the Son? 

Mr. Lee--It supplied the place of 2 humaz 
| father. has 

Mr: May—Your creed:says Christ was beget- 
ten by the Fatherand cunceived by the Hely 
Ghost. Ait the conception of the body of the. 
human child, was the whole: second person of 
the Trinity conceived in taat child instead of 
his soul, or in addition to his soul? 

Mr. Lee--I never affirmed that she conceived 
the Divine nature. My view is, the conception 
was of entire humanity, body, soul and spirit, 
if you make such a distinction. 

Mr. May--Let me ask, if you believe the hn- 





to hear and obey it.. And I trust, when the din| man body and soul of the man Christ Jesus are 
and jargon of unintelligible theologies shall be| still existing in an inseparable union with the 
hushed, and the voice of God speaking through|second person ot the Trinity, asI understoo& 
Christ shall be permitted to come to the ears|the creed of the Episcopal Church to declare; 
and hearts of men, I trust there will be many|or do you believe that. they are now existing, 
who will gladly hear the gospel call, and be-|apart from the Godhead, or that they. were an- 
come beloved sons of God. nihilated at the moment of Christ’s ascention ? 

But lam getting away from the subject im-| Mr. Lee—They exist in union now as they did 
mediately before us this evening—-the two na-|on earth, or as our bodies shall exist in heaven. 
tures of Christ... Ihave told you, sir, and my| when they shall be raised and glorified. ib 
brother Lee, what my belief is; now may I ask| Mr, May—If Christ was a being having a hu+ 
him to answer a few questions that I may, if| man body, and the second person of the Trinity 
possible, understand his doctrine, and not do it] (which, according to your proposition, comprise 
injustice in my reply, I shall not be as peremp-|ed the whole Godhead,) for his soul, then how 
tory with him as he was with me the other even-| do you: escape the conclusion that it was thé 
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Godkead that suffered the anguish in Gethsem- 
ane, and the mortal agony of the cross, and so 
punished himself for the sins of men? 
_. Mr. Lee--{ do not say he had the Godhead for 
his soul. But that.a human body and soul was 
united to the Divinity. Perfect divinity cannot 
suffer. Suffering implies imperfection. 
.., Mr. May—Your ideas are beyond my compre- 
hension. 
»o Mr. Lee replied—That is not my fault. 

4 Mr. May—lIf, however, you believe that Jesus 
Christ possessed x human soul, and itwas that 
alone which suffered in the dissolution that took 
place on the cross, then how do you find in the 
death of Christ an infinite satisfaction or atone- 
ment for the sins of mankind? 

Mr. Lee--The union of the humanity with the 
Divinity. gave itits value. 

Mr. May—Once: more, if I have understood 
what you have said in the course of our discus- 
sion, what is stated in the creed of your church 


and much more plainly stated in the creeds of 


the Episcopal and Presbyterian churches. then 
Christ was begotten by the Father and conceiv- 
ed by the Holy Ghost: that is to say, he was 
the Son of both, the first person being his fath- 
er, the third person his mother, (for that is the 
import of the word conceived,) what then am I 
to understand by your saying, that the Holy 
Ghost proceeded from the Father and the Son: 
that is to say, that the mother proceeded, in 
part, from her offspring? 

Mr. Lee--I cannot get at-the point of your 
question, it is so complicated in its statement. 
Mr. May then re-stated and Mr. Lee said—I am 
not responsible for the creeds, nor am I bound 
to defend them. They are not up for discus- 
sion. 

Mr. May said--But you Enow that I wanted 
to discuss the creeds at the first. 

Mr. Lee replied—-Then why did you not con- 
sent to discuss the seeond and fourth articles of 
my creed, after proposing them yourself? 

Mr. May--Because you was anxious to have 
the question as explicit as possible, and I yield- 
ed to your judgment. 

Mr. Lee—You should have known better than 
to trust such a man as J am. 

M. Again, if the Father begot the Son, and the 
Holy Ghost conceived him in the womb of the 
Virgin Mary, then may I ask what the creeds 
mean where they say that the Son “ took upon 
himself man’s nature”? Can language speak 
of any thing more passive than a being who is 
begotten by one person and conceived by an- 
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other person? And yet to a being so described, 
you and your creeds attribute the activity of 
coming down from Heaven and. incarnating 
himself. There certainly seems to. me to,be 
inconsistency and contradiction in these state- 
ments somewhere. Will you show me, if there 
be not any ? 

L. You misunderstand the ereed andthe 
difficulty grows out of your misapprehension. , 

Mr. May said--If Christ was begotten by the 
Holy Ghost then in what sense was he the Son 
of God? 

Mr, Lee answered--In what sense is any 
Christian, a Child of Grace a Son of God who 
is begotten by the Holy Ghost? 

Lastly, Do you believe that on the day when 
Jesus was born, he was already the Christ, the 
dearly beloved Son of God, the Second netah 
of the Trinity, possessed of all the attributes.of 
God? Ifnot, when did he become all this? 

L. He was the prospective Christ, but wasnot 
yet anointed as the word Christ signifies anoint- 
ted. The divinity was there when he was borm 

M. If you believe he was born God all mighty. 
all wise and all good, then please tell me, how 
he could have increased in wisdom and in favor 
with God as Luke (Chap. ii. 52) tells us he did? 
And what is meant by the descent of the Holy 
Spirit upon him at his baptism ? 

L. That relates to his humanity cuohaatiilies 

In accordance with my friend’s system of 
doctrines, it seems to be impossible to answer 
these questions in either way without contra- 
dicting one or another part of the system, and’ 
showing how unstable it is. 

I wish now to occupy what time remains in 
examining a few. more passages quoted by Mr. 
Lee in support of his doctrine of the two na- 
tures of Christ, and one or two assumptions 
made by him in the course of his argument. 

After what I have said, in explanation of 
several kindred passages, I need not spend 
much time upon the 16 John 28, 29, verses, “I 
came forth from the Father, and an. come into 
the world ; again I leave the world, and go to 
the Father. His disciples said unto him, Lo, 
now speakest’ thou plainly, and speakest no 
proverb. 

My friend is misled as to the true meaning of 
this passage, by not attending to the particular 
foree and genuine sense of words as they are 
used inScripture. To ‘come into the world” as 
here used does not signify to come from any 
previous or prior sfate of existence, but it sig- 
nifies to receive a commission from God, to 
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enter upon it. or appear amongst men in his 
name. The term world here is kosmos, which 
Sometimes means the material fabric of the 
éarth and sometimes means very much the same 
that aion means, that is, men united in society. 

To come into the world therefore is to mix 
amongst men, or rather to commence a course 
of conduct, or an office in society, and enter 
upon a scene of public action. 

That this is the true sense of these words in 
the passage we are considering, I think will be 
made very apparent to you.by some examples. 
Thus our Lord says to Pilate, John xviii. 37, 
“To this end was I born, and for this cause 
came I into the world that I might bear witness 
to the truth.’ Here Jesus refers in the first 
place to his birth, implying that he was a man, 
and afterwards speaks of his divine commission, 
he “came into the world to bear witness to the 
truth.” Mark ii. 17, “I came not to call the 
righteous but sinners to repentance.”’? John 
viii. 47, “for I came not to judge the world but 
to save.” In like manner 1 John iv. 1, “‘many 
false’ prophets are gone out into the world”; 
and 2 John verse 7, “‘many deceivers are en- 
tered into the world.” No one of course ever 
imagined that these false teachers pre-existed 
in any former state, and yet'a similar mode of 
speaking of them is used, to that which we are 
considering in reference to Christ: They are 
said to have gone out or entered into the world 
when they commenced their course of teaching 
whatever they may have been. And in a cor- 
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the redemption of mankind. ‘I came into the 
world,” that is, I began the work which he gave 
to do, and have brought down upon me an op- 
position that will put an end to my personal 
ministry. Again I leave the world—I retire 
from this scene of action, and go unto the 
Father—that is, I withdraw from the world, 

and go to Him from whom I received this aor 
commission. 

I cannot, if I would, compel you to accept 
this exposition of this passage. I-ean only beg 
of you to consider the passage in the light I 
have thrown upon it, and see for yourselves 
whether or not, it be in accordance with the 
general scope of what the Scriptures declare 
respecting Christ. ‘ 

My friend on the other side dwelt awhile 
upon the expression “sent into the world,” 
and contended that Jesus must have been in 
another world or he could not have been sent . 
into this world. The utter weakness of that 
argument is made apparent to any one who 
remembers in how many instances in the Old 
Testament the prophets of the Lord are said to 
have been sent by him, and sent from him to 
proclaim some truth, to utter some command- 
ment, (Hx. iii. 13, 14~-15,) to give some promise, 
or pronounce some condemnation. Isa. 48 16, 

So too, Mr. Lee, argued that the expression 
he took upon him the seed of Abraham, and 
took upon him the form of a servant, implied 
that he must have had another and higher 
nature, upon which he took that nature or 


responding meaning of the opposite form of] form of being in which he appeared! as the re- 


expression, our Lord the best and’ most excel- 
lent of all teachers was said to come into the 
world, when he entered upon his mission to in- 
struct'and save mankind. 

But there is a pasasge which T am ‘still more 
desirous you should consider, as it will satisfy 
you I think that Ihaye given the true exposi- 
tion of ‘the passage Mr. Lee pressed upon us as 
one of his’proofs of ‘the pre-existence of Christ, 
It is the xvii. 18 of John, where our Saviour is 
praying ‘to his vasier for his disciples, he says 
‘As ‘thou hast sent me into the world, even so 
have Talso sent them into the world.” Here 
Christ himself declares that his apostles are 
sentinto the world in the same manner “ag the 
Father sent him into the world.” 

‘These remarks and references abundantly 
sustain'me in giving you the following para- 
phrase of this passage xvi. 28, “I came forth 
from the Fathér”—that is, I was sanctified and 
endowed by him for the work I have commenced, 


deemer of mankind. 

He quoted Hebrews ii. 14, “ For asmuch then 
as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, 
he also himself likewise took part of the same,” 
implying that he was superior to such beings 
as are clothed in flesh “that through death he 
might destroy him that‘ had the power of death, 
that is, the devil.’ 16 verse, “For verily ‘he 
took not on him the nature of angels ; yan 
took on him the seed of Abraham. 

If you will observe, Mr. Chairman, the ronda 
in this 16 verse, him the nature of in our ‘com- 
tion version, are in italics, intimating that there 
is nothing corresponding to ‘them inthe origi- 
nal; why they were put in here, if:the transla- 
tis’ understood the meaning of the original, 
one cannot divine, unless it was ‘to make an- 
other text that might be quoted in behalf °of 
the doctrine we “are discussing.” Sir) the best 
commentators, Dr. Adam Clarke amongstithent, 
concur in ‘saying that epilambanetai’ the: word 
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translated “tookon him” means rather to help 


to succor, tosave from sinking. It was not his! eonse 
mission to raise or save fallen or falling angels, proved. 


but to redeem men from destruction and spirit- 
ual death. He was therefore adapted to this 
work. He wasa man. He had been tempted 
in all points like as men are, and had himself 

een made perfect through suffering, showing 
that Jesus who is the sanctifier and they who 
may be sanctified by him are all one, the same 
kind of beings, so that he is not ashamed to 
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I. The doctrine of this article is a necessary 
quence of the points already ‘admitted or 


1. It is admitted that there is but one only 
living and true God. : . 

2. It is admitted that the person called the 
Father in this article, is God in the ‘fullest ‘and 
highest sense. 

3. It has been pedte that the Son or Word 
is God, possessing all the names and titles, all 


call them brethren. Now, Sir, in the light of/the attributes, performing acts, and receiving 


these few hints let me give a tr ue translation 
of the verses under consideration, with a few 
that precede and a few that come after, that 
you may see how little support this ‘passage 
gives to my friend’s doctrine of the twonatures. 
or of the pre-existence of Christ. I will begin 
with the 10th verse—“For it became. him for 
whom are all things and by whom are all things 
in bringing many sons to glory to make the 
captain of their salvation perfect through suf- 
ferings. For both he that sanctifieth, and they 
who are sanctified, are all of one, for which 
cause he is not ashamed to call them brethren, 
saying I will declare thy name unto my breth 
ren, in the midst of the church, will I sing 
praise unto thee. For as much then as the 
children are partakers of flesh and blood, he 
also himself likewise took part of the same. 
For verily he took not hold of angels te succor 
them, but he took hold to save the seed of Abra- 
ham, Wherefore in, ali things it was befitting 
that he should be made like unto his brethren ; 
that he might be a merciful and faithful high 
priest, in things pertaining to God, to make 
reconciliation for the sins of the people. For 
in that he himself hath suffered—being tempted, 
he is able to’succor them that are tempted.” 
MR. LEE’S SECOND SPEECH. 

~ Y’shall not now review the last positions taken 
by Mr. May, but proceed to my direct argu- 
ments. [The conclusion of the argument on 
the personality and deity of the Holy Ghost, 
which was delivered now, is found at the begin- 
hing of the’ first ‘speech of this evening. “Mr. 
Lee then proceeded with the following argu- 
fenton ra "Trinity.—-Reporter.] 

“ There is but one living and true God, ever- 
lasting, of ‘infinite power, wisdom, and good- 
ness ; the maker and preserver of all: things, 
visible and invisible. ° ‘And in unity of this 
Godhead there are ‘three persons of one ‘sub- 
stance, power, and ‘eternity ;—the Father, the 
Son, [the Word] and the Holy Ghost.” 


all the worship which belong to the Father. 

4. 1t has been proved that the Holy Ghost 
is God, possessing the name and attributes of 
God. 

From these points thus admitted or hited 
it follows that the Father, Son and Holy Nie 
exist in the unity of the Godhead. 

As it.is clear that the three are God, it must 
follow that they exist in the unity of one God- 
head, or that there are three Gods. 

But it is admitted that there is but one God, 
therefore the three already proved to possess 
absolute divinity, must exist in the unity of 
the Godhead. 

II. The doctrine under consideration receives 
additional support from an implied plurality 
in the Godhead, found in the Scriptures. — 

1. The very name God, Elohim, in the He- 
brew, is admitted to be in the plural form. 

Elohim is said to ‘be the plural of El, or 
Eloah. 

“ Elohim is the same as Hloah ; one detog 
singular, the other plural. Nevertheless Elo- 
him is generally construed in the singular, par- 
ticularly when the true God is spoken of ; when 
false gods are spoken of it is rather construed 
in the plural.”—Robinson's Calmet ; word 
Eloah. 

“The name of God occurs frequently in both 
the singuler and plural, but never in the dual.’’ 
—Roy, word Elohim. 

Gesenius admits the word to be BSI ‘and 
refers to Gen. xx. 13. “God caused me to 
wander,” he renders i, “the Gods caused me 
to wander.” 

“Let those who have any doubt, whether 
Elohim, when applied to the true God, Ieho- 
vah, be plural or not, consult the ‘following 
passages where they will find it joined with 


adjectives, verbs and pronouns plural. *_Park- 
hust. 


» 
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The author gives nearly 30, texts, Among 
them are Gen. i. 26; iii. 225 xi. 7.5 xx. 13; 
xxxi. 7, 53, RAR 
_. This fact is alluded to in the following: com- 
ment on the sixth section of Leviticus, by Rab- 
bi Simeon orjSolomon ben Jeachi, “ Come and 
see the mystery of the word Elohim; there are 
three degrees, and each degree by itself alone, 
and yet notwithstanding they are all one, and 

are not divided from each other.” 

'  Lhaye not the original of this, but find it 
quoted by Dr. Clarke in his note on Gen. i. 1. 
I also find it quoted in Roy’s Hebrew and 
English Dictionary. Word Elohim, 

_ 2. There are several texts in which the name 
of God is connected with plural pronouns. 

“ God said, let us make man in our image; 
after our likeness.” Gen. i..26. 

Here are two plural pronouns, and one of 
them repeated. Let ws make—in our image— 
after our likeness. 

+ To whom did God speak ? 

Not to angels for several réasons. 

(1.) Man was to be made after the image 
and likeness of the speaker and the spoken to. 
Our likeness and our image. implies that the 
speaker and the spoken were of one essence, 
presenting one likeness and image. If God 
addressed angels, in whose image was man made? 
In the image of God, or in the image of angels ? 

That he was made in the image of the Crea- 
tor is clearly proved. 

“For a man indeed ought not to cover his 
head, forasmuch as he is the image and glory 
of God:” 1 Cor. xi. 7. 

“ Lie not one to another, seeing that ye have 
put off the old man with his deeds; And have 
put on the new man, which is renewed in knowl- 
edge after the image of him that created him.” 
Col. iii. 9, 10. 

. “ And be renewed in the spirit of your mind; 
And that ye put on the new man, which aller 
God is created in righteousness and true_holi- 
ness.” Eph. iv. 23,24. | 

“ Therewith bless we God, eyen the Father ; 
and therewith curse we mer, which are made 
after the similitude of God.” James iii. 9. 

These texts prove that it was after the image 
of God that man was created. 

(2.) There is not the slightest evidence that 
the angels had any thing to do with creating 
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man, or anything else. Novallusion is» found 
to\any such idea, in all the Scriptures; 99°" 

“ And the Lord God said behold the man 
has become as one of us to know pie and 
evil.” Gen. iif. 23. 

“ Go to, let us go down, and there confound % 
their language, that they may not understand 
one another’s speech.” Gen. xi. 7. 

3. The Scriptures often distinctly. refer to 


| the three persons in the Godhead, and associate 


them as equal, in the solemn. transactions ;in 
which God is concerned. 

“ In the year that king Uzziah died I'\saw 
also the Lord sitting upon a throne, high and 
lifted up, and his train filledthe temple. Above 
it stood the sernphims : each one had six wings} 
with twain he covered his face, and with twain 
he covered his feet, and with twain he did fly. 
And one cried unto another, and said, Holy 
holy, holy, zs the Lord of hosts; the whole 
earth 7s full of his glory. Also I heard the 
voice of the Lord, saying, Whom shall I send, 
and who will go for us? Then said I, Here 
am 1; send me.” Isa. vi. 1, 2, 3, 8. ; . 

Here the prophet saw the Lord. It has been 
shown that the Lord here seen was Jesus 
Christ. 

The seraphims cried one to another; holy, 
holy, holy is the Lord of hosts. This may be 
significant of the three persons in the Godhead. 

The prophet then heard the voice of'the 
Lord, saying, “ whom shall I send, and who 
will go for us.” Here is a plurality of persons 
for whom the prophet went. ws 

But the prophet went for the “one living 
and true God ;” there is therefore, a plurality 
of persons in the Godhead. 

“ Seek ye out of the book of the Lord, and 
read; no one of these shall fail, none shall 
want her mate : for my month it hath command- 
ed, and his Spirit it hath gathered them,” Isa. 
xxxiy. 16. 

Here are three personalities, the speaker, my 
mouth hath commanded. 

The second person. is represented by the 
pronoun his, in the possessive case... 

The third person is the Spirit, “ his rs 
it hath gathered them.” 

“« Come ye near, unto ‘me, hear ye this; I 
have not spoken in secret, from the beginning ; 
from the time that it was, there am. it and . 


cf 
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now the Lord God and his Spirit hath sent me. 
Thus saith the Lord, thy Redcemer, the Holy 
One of Israel; I am the Lord thy God which 
teacheth thee to profit, which leadeth thee by 
by the way ‘that thou shouldest go. Oh that 

~ thou hadst hearkened to my commandments! 
then had thy peace been as a river, and thy 
righteousness as the waves of thesea.” Isaiah 
xlviii. 16-18. 

Here are the speaker, the Lord God, and 
his Spirit, making three. God and his Spirit 
are clear. The Speaker may be the prophet, 
Cyrus, or the Messiah. . 

“Yet now be strong, O Zerubbabel, saith 
the Lord; and be strong.O Joshua son of 
Josedech, the high priest; and be strong, all 
ye people of the land, saith the Lord, and work : 
for I am with you, saith the Lord of hosts: 
According to the word that I covenanted with 
‘you when ye came out of Egypt, so my Spirit 
remaineth among you: fear ye not. For thus 
saith the Lord of hosts, Yet once, it zs a little 
while, and I will shake the heavens, and the 
earth, and the sea, and the dry Jand; AndI 
will shake all nations, and the Desire of all 
nations shall come: and I will fill this house 
with glory, saith the Lord of hosts.” Haggai. 
ii. 4-7. 

Here are three persons, the speaker, the 
Lord of. hosts; His spirit that remained among 
them ; and, the desire of all nations that was 
to come. 

« And Jesus, when he was baptized, went 
up straightway out of the water: and, lo, the 
heavens were opened unto him, and he saw the 
Spirit of God descending like a dove, and light- 
upon him :” Matt. iii. 16. 

Here we have a clear view of the three per- 
sons in the Godhead, the Son coming up from 
the water, the Holy Ghost lighting upon him, 
and the Father, speaking from heaven. 

*« How much more shall the blood of Christ. 
who through the eternal Spirit ofered himself 
without spot to God, purge your conscience 
from dead works to serve the living God?” 
Heb. ix, 16... 

» Here is the whole Trinity concerned i in the 
work of redemption. 

God the Father to whom the offering is made. 

» Jesus Christ, the sacrifice who offered him- 


self to God. 


The eternal Spirit, Popough whom the_ offer- 
ing was made. 

“Go ye, therefore, and teach. all 5 adlaidl 
baptizing them in the name of the Father; and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: Matt. 
REVI IOS  nlow 

Baptism is a most solemn act’ of Christian 
worship, and it is performed in the name of the 
Father, Son and Holy Ghost. 

Baptism is also a most solemn act of conse- 
cration to God. 



























MR. MAY'S SECOND SPEECH. 


To-morrow evening, Sir, I shall devote my- 
self to an examination of Mr. Lee’s argument, 
in support of ‘the distinct personality of the 
Holy Ghost. This evening I must dispose of 
another subject, introduced by my friend’s in- 
quiry, whether I believed Jesus to be the Son 
of Joseph as well as of Mary. My reply will 
exhibit, to some extent, the method, which I 
think ought to be pursued, in the investigation 
of any important doctrine, alleged’ to be taught 
in the Bible. 


I know not of any so complete and yet so 
concise description of the Bible, as that given 
by Edmund Burke. ‘ The Bible,” said he, “is 
no one summary of doctrine regularly digested, 
in which a man could not mistake his way ; it 
is a most venerable, but most multifarious col- 
lection of the records of Divine Economy,—a 
collection ofan infinite variety; of cosmogomy, 
theology, legislation, ethics, carried through 
different books by different authors, at different 
ages, for different ends and purposes. It is ne- 
cessary to sort out what was intended for exam- 
ple ; what nly as narrative ; what to be under- 
stood figuratively, and what literally ; where 
one precept is to be controlled and modified by 
another ; what is used directly, and what only 
as an argumentum ad hominem ; what is tem- 
porary, and what of perpetual obligation ; what 
appropriated to our state and set of men, and 
what the general duty of all men in all ages.” 

It is one thing, Sir, to search over its pages 
to find texts which may give countenance or 
support to one’s pre-conceived opinions; and 
quite another thing to study the Bible in order 
to find out what is really taught in it. That 
one may become thoroughly acquainted with 
the contents of this invaluable volume, he must 
acquire the languages, in which the dittétens 
parts of it were originally written ; he must 
get access to the most accurate copies of the 
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Hebrew and Greek Testaments ; and be ‘pos- 
sessed of much knowledge of the manners, cus- 
toms, theological opinions, and usagesof speech, 
peciliar to the different ages, and nations, in 
which the different writers of those Scriptures 
lived, and for whom they wrote. But any in- 
dividual, who has good sense, and a sufficient 
amount of fidelity and patience, may learn from 
our common English Translation alone, though 
it was made nearly a hundred and fifty years 
ago, since which time the meanings of many 
English words have undergone considerable 
changes,—I say, such a person from this trans- 
lation alone may learn, not only all that is 
essential to salvation, but enough of true the- 
ology to enable him to reject. many of the 
greatest errors, that have been fastened, for 
more than a thousand years, upon the faith of 
‘Christendom. 


Since the invention of printing, the sacred 
Seriptures have been transferred from a few 
manuscript copies, to printed editions almost 
numerous erough to put a copy into every 
family, if not into the hand of every individual 
of every Protestant country, in his own lan- 
guage. This has every where changed more or 
less, the theological opinions of men. And 
when the restrictions, that have been put upon 
the study of the Bible by Protestant Churches. 
are thrown down, and the: people are left just 
as free to study the volume of revelation, as 
they are to study the volume of nature, there 
will be a much greater uniformity of, opinion 
than now exists among Protestant sects; and a 
much more general and farther departure from 
the theology of the Dark Ages. 


My friend on the other side has repeatedly, in 
the course of this: discussion, charged me with 
treating the Bible disrespectfully ; rejecting its 
authority; and deducing from its ‘pages! doc- 
trines, which she considers: fearfully wrong. 
Whether this’ charge be just one, you who 
have heard what said; must judge for your- 
selves, as you will be. the better: able! to do, 
‘after you shall have carefully) read the printed 
report’ of this discussion. ‘Por my part, Teant 
not conceive’ how any man can do a greater 
injury to the Bible, than by making it responsi- 
ble for that theological system, no where stated 
‘on its own ‘pages, which represents God as the 
inexorable ‘tyrant of’ the universe, Christ’as a 
‘complex being, so "strangely compoundéd that 
‘Wwe cannot know,'when ‘to regard him asa man; 
éontending gloriously with the temptations ana 


DISCUSSION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


trials of a life on earth, the object’ at one time 
of the deepest sympathy and at another of the 
warmest admiration ; and when as the infinite 
God beyond the reach of suffering, and claiming 
only the worship ‘of all :—a'system, moreover, 
which represents the condition of the human _ 
race to be. such, that to very much the larger 
part of mankind, in all ages past and present 
the gift of existence shall prove to be an ever- 
lasting curse. I repeat it, Sir, that for my part, 
I cannot imagine how a man can show greater 
disrespect to the Bible than to make it respon- 
sible for that systenr of doctrines which rests 
upon the doctrine of the Trinity as its basis. 

But I did not intend to trouble you, Sir, with 
so much in reply to what Mr. Lee has said, at 
sundry times and in diverse manners, of my use 
of the Bible. : 1 


You remember, Sir, that my friend the other 
evening, demanded, in a very peremptory tone, 
whether Ibelieved that Jesus was the son of 
Joseph as well, as Mary. Perhaps-he foresaw, 
that my answer to that question would shock 
most of our auditors,and prejudice themagainst 
me and all else, that I might have to say in the 
course of this discussion. But any one, Sir, 
who will study the Bible instead of merely 
collating texts to prove his cherished opinions, 
will find in it a great deal to justity the belief, 
that Jesus, according to the flesh, was the Son 
of Joseph. 1H 


First. If we accept the vii. of Isaiah 14 verse, 
there is no passage in the whole Old Testament 
that would suggest the expectation that the 
birth of the Messiah would in any wise be mi- 
raculous. On the’ contrary, all the ‘prophecies 
and promises are’so expressed, that they would 
lead the reader to expect, that! the long-prém- 
ised deliverer would be a manj a natural and 
legitimate descendant of Abraham, and. of the 
particular lineage of David, Turn, to Deut, 
xviii. 15, Moses there says to the People of Is- 
rael, “ The Lord thy God willraise up unto thee 
@ Prophet, from the midst of thee, of thy breth- 
ren like unto me; unto him ye shall hearken ” 
And in the 18 verse he tells them the Lord ay 
unto me, “ I will raise them up @ Prophet from 
among their brethren, like unto thee, and ‘will 
put my words in his mouth ; and he shall spewk 
into ‘them all ‘that I'shall ‘command them.” 
Surely by such language the people thust have 
been led to expect that their’ Messiah was tobe 
aman con¢eived»and’ born in ‘the samie-way.as 
other men, who should be one of the. brethren, 
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of the children of Abraham, as much so as their 
great leader Moses was. And: when God swore 
unto David, that. of the fruit of his loins ac- 
cording to the flesh he would: raise: up. Christ 
ta sit.upon his throne,’ (Acts ii, 30, referring 
no doubt to,2 Sam..vii, 12,) what else could 
have been understood, but, that..Christ was to 
be.a map, born in. the. regular. line.of descent 
from David, ; He is. elsewhere often spoken of 
as the Son of David, of the tribe of Judah, &c. 

Now, Sir,.Christ could not be heir to, the 
throne of Dayid, unless he had a lineal descend- 
ant of David. for his father ; because females 
did not inherit amongst the Jews. This is. well 
understoed by allithe commentators. Dr..Whit- 
by, on whom Dr. Adam. Clarke. bestows, this 
commendation—‘ Whitby is learned, argumen- 
tative and thoroughly orthodox ; Dr Whitby 
says, “It was necessary, that the genealogy of 
’ Jesus should be declared from Joseph,, * * * 
because if J oseph had not been acknowledged 
to have been of the tribe of Judah, and of the 
family of David, they (the Jews) would not have 
failed to have objected this as a just prejudice 
against ali Christ’s pretences to have been the 
Messiah : wherefore (he adds). the Divine Wis- 
dom was pleased to direct. this Apostle to re- 
move that stumbling block.’ Here you see, 
this thoroughly orthodox commentator admits, 
that, it would haye been an insuperable objec- 
tion to Cnrist’s claims, if it had appeared, that 
he was, not a.descendant of David. He admits 
also that genealogies were reckoned in the male 
line easly. To say therefore, as my, opponent 
doves, that Joseph was not his father according 
to the flesh, is to make these genealogies a mere 
cover to conceal the real fact from the Jews, 
who were expecting a deliverer. that would be a 
Son of David. But there is no appearance of 
its being a device, to answer a pu:pose fora 
season. Thé genealogies were evidently in- 
tanded to prove that Jesus was of the seed of 
Abraham, ‘and of the family of David. That 
which is” given by Matthew begins no ‘farther 
back than Abraham; and brings down the line 
of succession to “ Joseph the husband of Mary, 
of whom was born Jesus, who is called Christ.” 
The venealogy given in Luke traces the descent 
ofhrist ‘up througn Joséph to David, Abraham 
and Adam. But unless Joseph was the father 
of Jesus, these genealogies do not help to es- 

pen Christ’s claim to the Messiabship. The 
. ression used in Luke, ‘being as was sup- 
posed the Son of Joseph, ” need not throw any 
*dowbt upon the fact, that he was the Son of" 
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Joseph. They only declare what was generally, 
believed. So, too, the expression in Matthew— 
“‘ Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whom was, 
born Jesus.” Although, I confess, both the. 
clauses seem to have been introduced, by way 
of accommodation to the account of the mirac- 
ulous conception. But plainly enough, if Jesus. 
was not really the Son of Joseph, but-one mi- 
raculously born of Mary, without the interven- 
tion of a father, if this were true, then I say the 
genealogies are quite. useless. Hither the ge- 
nealogies must be given up, as proving nothing;, 
not pertinent, or the account of the miraculous’: 
conception must be relinquished, .as one of the: 
many apocryphal stories, which were circulated. 
in the primitive age ofthe church, most of 
which. were rejected. by the. framers of our 
present canon of Scripture, and specimens of 
which may be found in a volume entitled the 
Apocryphal New Testament. ; 
Suppose then, that Mr. Lee, concludes to 
abandon the genealogies as proving nothing: 
but that) the reputed father of Jesus was.of. the: 
lineage of David. ; 
I will.ask him to. come with me again to the 
examination of Matt: i. 22, 23, which he no. doubt. 
considers an irrefragable proof. that Jesus was: 
born of a virgin, according to a divine: prophe-- 
cy. ‘‘ Now all this was done that it might be 
fulfilled, which was spoken of the Lord, by. the: 
prophet, saying, Behold, a virgin shall be with: 
child, and shall bring forth a. son.” Turn to: 
the passage, Sir, as it stands, in Isaiah vii. 14, 
and you will find it difficult. to discover any 
reference to a,miraculous conception, or to any 
very future event, That the words as, they 
there stand related to the birth. of a child about 
to take, placg during the life of Ahaz, is evident 
enough from the context. For in verse 16, itis 
said, ‘‘ Before the child shall know how to. re- 
fuse the evil or check the good,’’,a desirable 
event was to take place. But there would have., 
been no propriety in-saying this of a child, not P 
to be born until more than seven centuries after 
that event. That the prediction was accom- 
plished, that such a child was born in that age, 
cannot be denied; but that a miraculous con- 
ception took place then, no one pretends to 
believe. And the Webrew word translated ~ 
virgin doesnot necessarily ean an unmarried 
woman, but may mean also a young married 
woman. Bishop Lowth affirms the obvious and ~ 
literal meaning’to be, “That within the time, ° 


‘that a young woman, now a virgin, should con- © 


ceive and bring forth a child, and that child” 


/ 


ida * 
should arrive at such an’ age as to distinguish 
between good and evil, that is within a few 
years, the enemies of Judah should be destroy- 
éd.” To that child in the days of Ahaz, so 
designated by the prophet, the name of Imman- 
uel was given, in accordance with the custom 
of the Hebrews. It signified that God would 
be with them, aud before long, deliver them out 
of their trouble. The birth of Jesus, which did 
not take place until more than seven hundred 
years after that prediction, could not be to 
Ahaz and his people a sign of the delivérance 
‘they were longing for. Hence there are many, 
who, nothwithstanding the index which our 
translators have put at the head of the chapter, 
conclude that the words of the prophet had.no 
relation to the birth of Christ. And when it is 
observed that in Matt. ii. 15 the words (Hoshea 
xi. 1) “out of Egypt have I called my son,’ 


-and in the 18 verse the words (Jere. xxxi. 15) 


“In Rama was there a voice heard, lamentation 
and weeping,” &¢., are quoted as prophetic, 
though as they are found in their original places 
in the Old Testament there is obviously nothing 
prophetic in their character—I say, Sir, when 
this is observed, a careful studént of the Bible 
may beled to suppose that the passage (Isa. 
vit. 14) may have been quoted by Math. in 
Chap. i. 22,23 in the'same spirit of accommo- 
dation, as the passages in the second chapter, 
15 and 18, were unquestionably used. 

Then, Sir, how will my opponent dispose of 
the fact that Christ calls himself and is called 
by others a man forty times, and “the son of 
man’ upwards of eighty times? If he had not 
bad a human father how was he the son of man? 
Adam is never called the son of man, for he had 
no earthly parents, but “the Som. of God.” 
Luke iii, 38. It seems’ to me, Sir, natural to 
conclude that, as Jesus, the true and faithful 
witness so often called himself, so he really was 
the son of man. 

‘Then Sir, let me through you, ask my friend 
to consider, what was the general opinion of 
the people of his age respecting Jesus; the 
opinion of his relatives, his neighbors, his coun- 
trymen ; where can he show me evidence that 


, they regarded him as any other than a man, 


the Son of Joseph. Luke ii. 48, In the account 
of what happened when he was about twelve 
years old on his return with his parents from 
Jerusalem, they fearing that he was lost from 


“their company, went back in pursuit of him, 


and his mother said, ‘‘ Thy father and [ have 
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sought thee sorrowing.” Here the ‘niother red 
Jesus calls Joseph his father. 

John i. 45, Philip says to Nathanial, “ we 
have found him of whom Moses in the law, and 
the prophets did write, Jesus of Nazareth, the 
Son of Joseph.” This shows that the disciples 
supposed the person, of whom Moses and the 
ptophets wrote, would have an earthly father, 
and that they believed J hig to be the ‘ane 
of Jesus.” 

Luke iv. 22, “Is not this Joseph’s son??? 
This shows that the people of Nazareth, where 
Jesus had been brought up, nator? him to be’ 
Joseph’s son. " 

John vi. 42, “Is not this Jesus, the son of 
Joseph, whose father and mother we know.” ~ 3 

And Math. xiii. 55, ‘‘Is'not this the plicit 
ter’s son ?” 


These passages show that the Jews in general ‘ 
believed Jesus to be the Son of Joseph. 

But, Sir, there is‘a more remarkable passage 
still, to the same effect. In the account which 
Luke gives of the miraculous conception, we 
read the angel said unto Mary, ‘Fear not, 
Mary, for thou has found favor with God. And 
behold! thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and 
bring forth a son, and shall call his name Jesus. 
He shall be great and shall be called the Son of 
the Highest, and the Lord God shall give him 
the throne of his father David. And he shall 
reign over the house of Jacob forever; and of. 
his kingdom there shall be no end.” Here it 
was told Mary in the most explicit manner that _ 
her son was to be the Messiah, whom the Jews 
expected to sit on the throne of David, and 
assume over mankind a dominion that should 
never end; and it appears moreover from the 
words of Mary that she understood the angels 
as making this assertion. 


Now, if such an occurrence actually took 
place, how are we to account for what is re- 
corded. - Mark iii. 20-21, “And the multitude 
came together again so that they could not so 
much as eat bread. When his friends heard of 
it, they went out to lay hold of him; for they 
said he is beside himself.” The friends here 
alluded to were his relations. They are spoken . 
of again in the 31 verse of the same chapter as 
“his brethren and his mother.” His mother 
then, it seems, thought that he was beside him- 
self; that he was deranged ; because poor and 
unlearned as he was, he did and said such things 
as implied that he was the Messiah, and yet 
pursued a course the very reverse of what the - 
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Jews expected their Méssiah would adopt. | But, | without qualification, “It is well known that 


if she had really been informed by an angel as 
the account of ‘the miraculons conception al- 
leges, that her son was to be the Messiah, would 
she have had any doubts respecting him? 

~ Then in addition to the above considerations, 
hear the direct testimony to the fact that he 
was the Son of Joseph. John i. 45 Philip says 
to Nathaniel, ‘‘ We have found him of whom 
Moses in the law, and the prophets did write, 
Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of Joseph.’ John 
v. 46, Jesus himself suys, “Had ye believed 
Moses, ye would have believed me; for he wrote 
of me.’’ Now what Moses wrote I have already 


the Ebionites maintained that their copies of 
this (Matthew’s) Gospel, which wanted the in- 
troduction, (containing the account of the mi- 
raculous conception,) was the genuine work of 
the Apostles.” ‘He gives Jerome as his author- 
ity for saying that the Gospel used by the Naz- 
arines and Whionites “was by most. persona 
called the authentic gospel of Matthew.” 

T have now given you, Sir, and this audience 
my reasons for believing that Jesus was the Son 
of Jozeph as he was supposed to be’; and that 
those parts of Matthew and Luke which tell of 
his miraculous conception, were interpolated at 


qtioted, that God would raise up unto them a/® very early day. In yielding as I have done 


prophet like unto himself. And elsewhere, you 
remember he is’ often called a prophet. John 
vi. 14, vii. 40-42 ; Luke xiii. 33, xxiv 19; Acts 
iii, 22, vii. 37. é 

In Acts ii. 22, Jesus of Nazareth is declared 
to have been “a man approved of God among 
you by miracles and wonders and signs, which 
God did by him in the midst of you. No allu- 
sion is made to the miraculous birth of Jesus 
in any of the discourses, or any of the Epistles 
of the Apostles. Not the slightest reference is 
made to that peculiarity of his birth by Mark 
or John, nor by the other evangelists excepting 
in the single passages where itis recorded. No 
appeal in behalf of his authority as a divine 
messenger is, in any part of the Bible, based 
upon his miraculous birth, but uniformly upon 
the wisdom of his teaching aud the miraculous 
powers that he evinced, But on the contrary 
in Hebrews ii. 37 it was argued that “in all 
things it behooved him to be made like unto 
his brethren.’ Would « believer in his mirac- 
nlous conception use such language, without 
adding a word to remind the reader, that Christ 
was conceived in # manner unlike other men. 
But the writer to the Hebrews intimates no- 
thing of the kind. If in all things Jesus was 
made like anto his brethren, is it not the natur- 
al inference, that he was conceived as they 
were? And this was, I suppose, the belief of 
the primitive church. The first converts to 
Christianity were made from amongst the Jews. 
They were called Nazarines and Ebionites. 
Some have alleged that these two classes of 
Christians differed on this very subject of the 
miraculous conception. But Dr. Priestly gives 
in his history of Early Opinions, vol. iv. p. 77, 
a good reason for believing that this was not 
the point of their disagreement, and he says, 


my belief to the reasons. now stated, I may have 

erred ;. but, Sir, I see not what inducement I 
can have to decide this question contrary to 
evidence. My opposition to the doctrine of the 

Trinity would not impel me to an unfair deci- 
sion on this point, for Sir, even if the account 

of the miraculous conception be established as 

a veritable part of the history of Jesus, it would 

nothelp much if any to support the doctrine of 
his deity, for the same Evangelist (Luke) who’ 
gives the most particular account of the mira- 

cle wrought in the conception of Jesus, tells us’ 
also of miracles no less wonderful connected 

with the birth of John the Baptist. - And if we 

turn back to the Old Testament, we read that’ 
Samson and Isaac were beth miraculously con- 

ceived, and Melchisedec is said to have had 

neither father nor mother, and certainly’ Adam 

had noteither, but wascreated directly by God— 

is called by Luke the Son of God, and yet no 

ong believes that he was any more or Jess than 

& man. 

But I have trespassed upon time, and muet: 
leave my argument to make what impression it 
may upon those who have heard it, and will be 
candid enough to examine it in the light of those 
Scriptures to which I have referred. 


EIGHTH EVENING—MAROH 16. 
MR. LEE’S FIRST SPEECH. 


I wish to say that I have been extremely de- 
sirous to close this discussion the present week. 
There are various reasons for this, felt by many 
besides myself. With a view to such a result I 
desired to have prosecuted the discussion last 
evening, but Mr. May complained of hoarseness 
and I yielded, as in duty bound. I am still wil- 
ling to close this week, and to accomplish such 
a desirable end, I am willing to continue the 
discussion to-morrow evening, and Saturday 
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evening, if.my friend will consent. But if: he 
insists.on pushing it over into another, week I 
shall go) with him, for I am, bound to continue 
until he shall be satisfied, or the people beeline 


to come to hear-us. 


Ihad nearly finished my ‘argument on the 
Trinity, which I will now compleie, and com- 


mence a review, 
The point'under consideration was the topic 
of Baptism. 


is performed in the name of the Father, Son and 
Holy. Ghost. 

_ Baptism is also.a most solemn: act of conse+ 
cration to God. 

It.is-the naming,of the person baptized after 
God, and, he is named after the whole Trinity. 
Baptism is the seal of God’s covenant, the in- 
troductory rite into covenant with God, by 
which God covenants to be our God, and we cov- 
enant to be exclusively his people. 

This' makes the form. of Baptism absolute 
proof. ofthe Trinity. 

If the Father, Son. and: Holy Ghost, do not 
exist in unity of the Godhead, then are Chris- 
tians consecrated to one God, one creature, and 
one attribute or influence, or something else as 
fancy may explain.” 

Then does humanity, by baptism; enter into 
covenant with one God, one ‘creature, and one 
attribute, influence, or something else: 

“But ye, beloved, building up yourselves on 
your most holy faith, praying in the Holy 
Ghost, Keep yourselves in the love of God, 
looking for the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ 
unto eternal life.’ Jude 20, 21° - q ; 

Here we have the three persons of the God- 
head referred to as all equally iiondpipial in our 
worship:and our salvation: 

“ Keep yourselves in the love of God.” 

“(Praying in the Holy Ghost.” 

“ Looking forthe mercy of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, unto eternal. life.”? 

“ The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the 
love of God, and the communion of the Holy 
Ghost, be with yéu all. Amen.’? 2d Corinthi- 
ans, xiii, 14, 

Here the threefold blessing pronounced, cor- 
responds to the three in the unity of theGod- 
head. 

In the preceding text the Holy Ghost is named 
first ; God, by which. the Father is meant, sec- 
ond; and our Lord Jesus Christ last. . In this 


text ‘Christ j is mentioned first, God the second, 
and the Holy Ghost last. 







I said just at closing—Baptism is 
a most, solemn act of Christian worship, andit 





ject and names a sign. 
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I propose:to'cffer a brief reply to Mr. May’ 
last argument; which was a denial of the mira- 
culous conception of Christ, and an open attack 


upon the integrity! of the Scriptures.) a1 


I regret the introduction of this topicin’ de- 
tail into the. discussion.;, Not that-I.apprehend 


any difficulty in angwering the objections of Mrs 


May, but. because. of its peculiar nature.’ But 


on him rests. the resvonsibilitys, As he has,giy> 


en one side of the question in full, and that will 
be published, I.must. reply:to the argument.as. 
he has spread it.out before you. ° st oh & 
I will commence with that emarkable pros 
phecy :— “to 
“Therefore the Lord himself, shall give. you, 
a sign: Behold, a. Virgin, shall conceive,'.and, 
bear a son,jand shall call his name. Fomspnet! 
Isa, yii. 14. be 
The history of this is, Pekah, ioe of, Teraely 


had slain 120,000 persons in one day, and car- 


ried away captive 100,000. _Rezin, king of Sy- 
ria, being confederate. with Pekah, had taken, 
Elath, a fortified city, and carried the people to. 
Damascus into captivity. Ahaz, king of Juda 
no doubt feared the overthrow of the kingdom. 
of Judah, and the extinction ot the House, of 
David. At this point Isaiah was sent to encour- 
age him. 

“Then said the Lord unto Isaiah, Go forth, 
now.to meet Ahaz,And,say unto him, Take 


heed and, be quiet; fear not, neither be faint- 
hearted, for the two tails. of these smoking fire- 


brands, for the-fierce anger of Rezin with Syria, 
andof the son of Remaliah. Because Syria, 
Ephraim, and the son of Remaliah, have taken 
evil counsel against thee, saying, Let. us gO Up. 
against Judah, and. vex it, and let us make ¢ a 


breach therein for us,and set a king i in the midst, 
jof it,even the, son.of Tabeal: Thus saith the: 


Lord.God, It shall not stand, neither shall, “it. 
come.to pass.’’ , Isa, vii, Sea, a 
Here isa promise of the defeat. of his sift 
mies, and this prediction, ends. : 
To, confirm Ahaz, he is told to ask a sign, 
which he refused to do. 
The Prophet takes up.a new aspect of. the subs 
“ Behold. a Virgin shall conceive,” &e. a 
It is.asked with much emphasis— . 
“But how could this be a sign to ‘Ahaz?? ing 
The meaning is, Rezin and Pekah shall n 
only fail, but,the kingdom, of Judah. shall taae 
until a Virgin shall. conceive and bear ne son. 
That,son.was.to be the Messiah, When th 
diction was fulfilled by the birth of onrist " < 
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the Virgin Mary, the House of David failed for- 
‘ever., (See. this view defended at large in 
Clarke’s Commentary, a part of which is poe 

_ rowed from Harmer’s Overvation, Volume 1. | 
page 299.) | 
Now let us look at the text itself. A Virgin, 
the Hebrew word is, haalmah. Dy. Roy, in his 
Hebrew and English Dictionary definesit thus: 
“The pure virgin, that is, one who never hed! 
intercourse witli man.” 


i 
i 
| 
i 


Now come down to the New Testament. Mat- 
thew, in quoting the text, uses the Greek word 
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born son; and he called his name Jesus.) Matt. 
i, 18-25. 

Here are several points worthy of notice. 

1. The discovery that a child about to be born, 
“Was made before Joseph and Mary came togeth- 
jer—that is, before the nuptial bans had been 
solemnized, they having only contracted mar- 
riage. 


i 


2. The feclings and purposes of Joseph, to pat 


her away, clearly proves that he was not the fa- 


ther of the prospective child, 
3. The fact is twice affirmed that Mary’s pros- 


parthenos to represent ihe Hebrew haalmahk.|pective son had been begotten by the Holy 


Now, whatever may, be the sense of the Hebrew, 
this Greek words means a virgin, in the truest 
and purest sense, and nothing else. It is defin- 
ed thus, “A person unacquainted with the other | — 
sex.’— Groves. 

The word is found only fourteen times in the 
New Testament, and in every case it denotes a 
virgin in the true literal sense, except two, as 
follows :— 

2d Cor. xi. 2, ** That I may present you as a 
chaste virgin to Christ.” 

Rey. xiv. 4, “* These are they which were not 
defiled with women, for they are virgins.” 

In every other case where the word occurs, it 
Means an unmarried, pure female. This settles 
the meaning of the Prophet as quoted by the 
Evangelist. 


9 


Now look at the record upon its face. 

‘** Now the birth of Jesus Christ was on this 
wise: When as his mother Mary was espoused 
to Joseph, before they came together, she was 
found with child of the Holy Ghost. Then Jo- 
seph her husband, being a just man, and not wil- 
ling to make her a public example, was minded 
to put her away privily. But while he thought 
on these things, behold, the angel of the Lord 
appeared unto him in a dream, saying, Joseph, 

. thou son of David, fear not to take unto thee 


Ghost. First, this is affirmed by the Evangelist 
that it was ‘‘ OF the Holy Ghost.” Second 
is repeated in the words of the angel to Joseph 

“that which is conceived in her is of the Ho- 
ily Ghost.” 

4, It is declared that that was a fulfillment of 
the words of the prophet, “A virgin shall be 
with child,” &c. 

5. It is affirmed that Joseph ‘“ knew her not, 
until she had brought forth her first-born son.” 

All these points make the matter of the mir- 
aculous conception as clear as it can be. 

Now let us turn over to the gospel of St. 
‘Luke and examine the account there given of 
the same matter. 

“And in the 6th mouth the angel Gabriel was 
‘sent from God unto a city'of Galilee, named 
Nazareth, To a virgin espoused to a man whose 
|name was Joseph, of the house of David; nd 
the virgin’s name was Mary. And the angel 
came in unto her and said, Hail, thou that art 
highly tavored, the Lord is with thee; blessed 
art thou among women. And when she saw him 
she was troubled at his saying. and cast in her 
mind what manner of salutation this should be. 
And the angel said unto her. Fear not, Mary, for 
thou hast found favor with God. And, behold, 
thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring 
forth a son, and shalt call hisname Jesus. Then 


| 
i 


| 
| 





Mary thy wife, ior that which fs conceived in her 
is of the Holy Ghost. And she shall bring forth 
ason, and thou shalt eall his name Jesus: for 
he shall save his people from their sins. Now 
all this was done, that it might be fulfilled 
which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, 
saying, Behold, a virgin shall be with child,and 
shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his 
name Hmmanuel; which being interpreted. 
God with us. Then Joseph, being raised from 
sleep, did as the angel of the Lord had bidden 
him, and took unto him his wife. And knew 
her not until she had brought forth her first- 
8 


1 


said Mary unto the angel, How shall this be, see- 
ing I know not a man? And the angel answer- 
-ed and said unto her, The Holy Ghost shall 
come upon thee, and the power of the Highest 
shall overshadow thee ; therefore also that holy 
thing which shall be born of thee shall be vall- 
ed the Son of God.” Luke i. 26-35. 

In this account we find all the essential facts 
recorded in Matthew. 

1. The same account of the visit of the angel 
to Mary is here found. 

2 She is declared to be a virgin, though es- 
povsed to Joseph. 


t 
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.3. Mary inquired of the angel how his pre-)the fact that they knew him and his parents a’ 
diction should be fulfilled, that she should have reason for igh COMME him as the pions Mes- +9 
a son, to use her own words, “seeing: I know) siah. “ana 
nota man.” This puts the matter beyond a; * Howbeit we know this man whence he is’ 
doubt, that she was/a virgin, and expected to} butwhen Christ cometh,noman knoweth hanes weg 
remain a virgin for sometime to come: he is.” John vil 27... 5 

4.°The angel answered, “The Holy Ghost) If my iriend.had been, alittle 3 more acct tog; 
shall come upon thee, and the power of the}study his Bible, hemight:have saved himself ¢y 





Highest shall. overshadow, thee, therefore that) this and other mistakes.) | AT 

holy thing, which shall be born of thee shall be} “4. He next urged that his irieee wondered. nt 

called the Son of God,?? at him, and even thought him deranged, which 
In Luke iii. 23, we read— : . |he supposes they would not, if they had under- P 


“And Jesus himself began to be about thirty | stood his miraculous conception. This has no _ 
years of age, being, (as was supposed) the son} bearing on the subject, for the whole matter may .. 
of Joseph, which was the son of Heli,” — have rested in the bosoms of Joseph and Mary, 

This clearly implies that Jesus was not the until after his entry upon his public labors, and | 
natural, son of Joseph. Moreover, it proves|it is written— ' 
that the preceding caunot have been interpola-| “ But Mary kept all these things and ponder-_ 
ted at an after period. The allusion to what is|ed them in her heart.” Luke ii. 19. x 
recorded in the first.chapter, and also to whatis); “ But his mother Mary‘ kept all Meee : anes 
recorded in Matthew, is so plain, that they can-|in her heart.’ Verse 51. “4 
not be interpolations, unless this also be inter-| 5. He quoted asa parallel text, that which - 


polated. But more of this soon. speaks of Melchizedeck as without father and 
There is an allusion to the same matter, chap- without mother. (Heb. vii. 3.) 
ter 2g: fa This only proves his weakness, for all that: © 


“And. when eight days were accomplished fox jcan be meant is that there .is no genealogy -o 
the cireumcising of the child, his name waseall-| Melchizedeck, no record of his father or moth- 
ed Jesus, which was so named of the angel be-|¢?, of bis birth or death. , 
fore he was conceived in the womb.” > 4. 6| MR. MAYS. FIRST. SPEECH. 

If you strike out the miraculous conception,| am as anxious to close this discussion asmy © 
you strike out the visit of the angel, and the) friend can he, but more anxious to do the sub- 1 
naming of him Jesus, Here! referved to, and this|Ject justice, and must therefore notice some in~ 
sedond chapter must be struck ont also, _|cidental matters he has introduced, 

* Having now’spread the main facts of the ve-| You will remember his abrupt challenge with | » 
cord before you let fhe glance ati Mr. May’s rea- questions, on a former occasion. .And when I .4 
sons for denying this Rona of these twd gos-) Would have turned to the Scriptures to reply in.» 
pels. their language; he, hurried me by demanding 

1. He urged the) chaphiiens as given by that L answer yes or no., I did answer that I be-, 5 
Matthew and Luke; insisting that 1 must aban-/lieve Jesus to be theson of Joseph. But did he 
don them as useless, or abandon my argument. suppose that 1 would not afterward give my rea- 

T reply, all his labor/on that waslost,for the|sens for that belief? Since then I have given, 

argument in no sense depends upon them, They| them. , They are before you... They will be pub-»,/) 

were, no doubt, copied from existing records, | lished in full, and Lhope you will read them, }y 
« and their correctness or incorrectness need not | andyou will find therein the best answer to a j 

be discussed in connection withthe present)ar-/attempied reply, , The responsibility of intro- , 

_ gument. ducing the theme cf the conception and parent- 

2 It was urged that the Jews supponed him.|age of Jesus, must; however rest. with Mr. Lee. ;:. 
to be:the son of Joseph. «This is admitted, but} All L said, on this: matter was amply sustained 
it does not prove that he was, any more:than iby anthowities of the orthodox school. 
the fact that they supposed that he was notthe| The enly mew idea, Mr, Lee has given in his. 
Christ proves that he was not. Asa matterof|rejoinder, to me,;was that. the child Jesus was to. 
course, he would be called the son of Josephs | be the seed.of the woman and not of theman, ,\) 

» 3. It was urged thai the Jéws ‘expected, the | ‘This, however, he must prove., , I peremptorily hie 

. Messiabto be aman, and no more than panan,| deny, it) When he furnishes arguments to prove, ;, 

-This is a mistake. The Jews repeatedly made jit, Aen, will Lattempt to disprove it. )). Setetoel 





‘ 


‘ 


The whole qiestion resis on the genuineness 
of the passages in Matthew and Luke. And the 


_ West answer to his, assertions of their genuine-| 
ness is to be found in my argument as it will be! 
| 


published. Read it-over again! 
I. did not»expect that my views would be| 
~agreed to at once. If Lam in error Iam wil-! 
ding to be setright. So should you, my friend. 
te who wants to be in error? Iamsuret do 
~ [have studied the Scriptures for years and 
ike but Iam compelled to discredit the story | 
of the miraculous conception of Jesus, 
only. ‘quotation I made from any other than an 
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nation ofthe phrase, to ascertain what it may 
mean, and then, by the comparison of a suffi-" 
cient nutmber of passages in which it occurs,’ 


ble. We shall afterwards be able to determine 
with more confidence, what it must mein ia any is 
given case. “ 4h 
The English word, Ghost, is from the Saison, 
* gast,’’ and means the spirit or soul of man: 
It'is used, I believe, only six times in the whole 
Old Testament, andin every instance in refer- 
enee to the death of some individual, of whom 
hit is said he gave or yielded up the ghost : that 


_ orthodox authority, was from the writings of) is, his spirit left his body. 


_ Dr. Priestly. And whe has studied more than, 


he, the writings of the ancients and the works 


of the Christian fathers? He gives the author-) i 


ity of Jerome for the adverse opinion expressed 
of the genuineness of the passage relating to 

the miracaleus conception. These, sir, are all 
the remarks I think it is necessary for me to 
make en this matter. 


_ By the kindness of Mr. Lee Ihave been al- 
lowed to prepare my answer to his argument in 

behalf of the personality and deity of the Holy 
Ghost, with his manuscript before me.” 


any of the points he attempted to make ; and, 
moreover, by classifying the texts which he qo 
ted, shall be able, I'trust, greatly to abridge 
d ighat I conceive will be a refutation of them. - | 
d _ Before, however, I take up his texts separate- 
ly or in groups, I wish to explain to you the 
principles of interpretation by which I expect) 
_to discover and unfold their rea] meaning. All 
who have heard this’ discussion must have per- 
ceived that I do not always accept the “iteral 


T shall, | 
therefore, not be in danger of misrepresenting | 


Throughout the Old Testament, I believe, the 
)phrase Holy Ghost does not once occur. And 
in the New Testament, wherever Holy Ghost is 
| used, Holy Spirit would be a better translation, 
as ghost is obsolete. One of the first definitions ~~ 
given in the Lexicons of Ruach, (in Hebrew,) - 


‘and of Pneuma, (in Greek,) (which means spir- 


|it,) is wind,.air in motion. And the phrase, 
“of God,” being in the Hebrew language a su- 
perlative, the Spirit of God ape ee eeuties 
“a mighty wind.” 

There are some who think this is the true 
rendering of the Hebrew phrase, “Spirit of 
God,’ in Gen. i. 2,“ And a mighty wind moved 
upon the face of the waters.” I believe it iso 
translated in the Septuagint version. Maimon- 
ides, “who is generally reckoned as learned . 
and judicious a writer as any of the Jewish Rab- 


| bins,” in showing the several acceptations of 


the word spirit, says, as cited by Dr. Lardner, 
the word signifies air and wind, and he gives as 
examples Gen. i. 2, and Exod. x. 13,19. The 
word “ Ruach,” in Hebrew, and “ Pneuma,” in 





find out what it generally does mean in the Bis | 


“meaning of a passage of Scripture, but judge} Greek, means also, vital breath.. Ps. xxviii. 36, 
from itself, or its context, or its relation to oth-|“ He remembereth that they were but flesh, ‘& 
er passages on the same subject, whether it| wind, (a spirit) that passeth away and cometh 
should not ‘rather be interpreted’ more or less}notagain.” It is used, also, Gen. vi. 17, ‘ And 
‘figuratively. I by ‘no ‘means claim’ that this/all flesh wherein is the ‘breath of life.” It sig- 
principle is peculiar to myself, or to those whose) nifies, also, the divine influence that inspired 
theological opinions are similar to my own. All| the*prophets and enabled’ them to prophesy. 
‘readers of the Bible do and must apply it in re-| Num. xi. 17, When the seventy elders were ap 
ppect to some subjects. They cannot do other-} pointed God said unto Moses “ I will take of the 
wise in reading a book'so figurative as the Bi-/spirit which is upon thee, and will’put it npon 
ble i is. -And there is no good reason why this|¢hem.” ‘And again, in the 25th verse we read, 
principle should not be properly applied in the “And the Lord LWy an See ees took the 
interpretation of passages relating to the een spirit that was upon him, (Mos#s,) and gave 2 
question that is here under ‘discussion. junto the seventy elders, ‘and «it came itis pass 
Instead of trying to decide what the phrase | that when the spirit rested:upon'them, they pro- 
Holy Ghost, or Holy Spirit, may or may not! phesied. Bishop Burnet, in his “ Uxpedition of 
mean, in any, particular passage, it seems to me, ‘the Thirty-nine Articies,?v Article page 677 
more rational -first, by an etymological exami gives us thiscomment, “Spirit, signifies wind)! 
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or breath ; and in the Old Testament it stand 
frequently in that sense. The Spirit of God, 
or wind of God, stands sometimes for a high 
and strong wind ; but more frequently it signi- 
fies a secret impression made by God on the 
mind of a prophet.” 
«Tt ig further admitted,’’ says Doctor J. P. 
Smith, in his Scripture testimony to the Messi- 
ah, “‘ It is further admitted that, in many places 
the phrase, Spirit of God, and its synonyms are 
used to denote any especial influence or energy 
of God, whether exercised in a miraculous man- 
ner, or according to the ordinary laws of na- 
ture.” See Trinitarian Concessions, page 95. 
Gesenins, whose Lexicon has been repeatedly 
quoted and justly commended by Mr. Lee, says, 
in reference to the word Ruh, or Ruach, it 


means, “The spirit cf God or Jehovah; more]. 
properly by way of eminence, the spirit, or 


God’s holy spirit.”’ By this name is denoted 
the life-giving breath or power of God, in men 
and animals, Job xxvii. 3, xxxiii. 4, Ps. civ. 30, 
Gen. vi. 3; which operates also through inani- 
mate nature, Job xxvi. 13 ; which moved over 
the chaotic masa in the creation, Gen. i. 2, and 
produces whatever is noble and good in man, 
by making him wise, Job xxxii. 18; by leading 
him to virtue, Ps. li. 11, and by. guiding him 
generally, Hag. ii. 5 ; Ps. cxliii. 10 ; Neh. ix. 20. 
But it is especially applied to extraordinary 
powers and gifts, c. g. of the artificer, Exod. 
xxai. 3, xxxv. 31, of the warrior, Jud. iii. 10; 
vi. 345 xi. 29: xiii. 255 of the ruler, Isa. xi. 2; 
of the prophet, Num. xxiv. 2; Ist x. 6,10; xix. 
20, 23; of the interpreter of dreams, Gen. xli. 
38. Hence, man of the spirit, a prophet, Hos. 
ix. 7; and the spirit, lst Kings, xxii. 21; 2d 
Chron. xxyiii, 205 the spirit of the’prophets, or 
the power which inspires them, (personified.) 
This spirit David acquires at his anointing Ist, 
Sam. xvi. 13, It departs from Saul, Ist Sam 
xv. 14. That of Elijah rests upon Elisha, 2a. 
Kings, ii. 15, A part of the spirit of Moses is 
transferred to the seventy elders, Num. xi. 17. 
It is promised to all men in the golden age, 
Joel ii, 28; Isa. xliv. 3, lix. 21. In this sense 
of divine power it is sometimes opposed to flesh 
or human power ; as Isa. xxxi. 3, © Their horses 
are flesh and not spirit.’ Zech. iv. 6, that is 
something earthly not divine. 

In such passages as Job vi. 4; Isa. xxxi.1; 
Ps. cxxxix. 7, it may be regarded like soul, as a 
mere periphrasis of the personal pronoun,” 
See Geseniua, Gibb’s edition. 

' Thusihave I given to Mr. Lee, from one whom 
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he has several times quoted as the highest au-- 
thority touching the meaning of Hebrew words 

—the assurance that the phrases “ Holy Spirit, 

Spirit of God,” &c., are employed by the sacred 

writers of the Old Testament in a great variety 

of significations, and that even when applied to. 
the Almighty, they have no necessary reference 

to any personal distinctions in his nature. 

The Greek word pneuma will be found in al-- 
most every particular to correspond, in its sig- 
nifications, to the Hebrew ruach, as may be seen 
by turning to the references in Whal’s Lexicon 
of the New Testament, by Prof. Robinson, of 
Andover; and to the Lexicon of the New Tes- 
tament, by Schleusuer, who is as high an au- 
thority in Greek as Gesenius is in the Hebrew 
language. 

Let me now remind my opponent that ruach 
in Hebrew, and pnewma im Greek, are both new-- 
ter, that is to say wmpersonal, and are often so 
regarded by the translators of our common ver- 
sion, even where the holy spirit is spoken of. 
For example, Rom. viii. 16,“ The spirit itsel f 
beareth witnesss with our spirit that we are the 
children of God.” And again in the 26th verse,. 
‘the spirit itself maketh intercession for us.” 
But where can my friend point me to the use of 
a neuter pronoun, with reference te the Father 
or the. Son. How absurd it would sound to say,. 
“There, is one God and none other but it,’’ 
“God itself,,even our Father; or to say,. 
“Christ loved the Church, and gave itself for 


it.’ Often, where the pronoun he or him oc- 


curs inthe English translation in reference to 
the spirit, it isin the original the neuter pro- 
noun, that should have been translated it. In 
John xiv. 17, the neater, prononn is four times 
mis-translated. According to the Greek, ihe 
verse reads, ‘‘ The. spirit of Truth, which the 
world cannot receive, because it seeth it not 
neither knoweth zt, but ye know i, for i¢ dwell-- 
eth with you and shall be in you.” ‘ 

Ruach and pneuma being neuter nouns, is 
clearly and decisively in favor of the imperson- 
ality of the holy spirit, excepting where, as ‘is 
frequently the case, the spirit,.or the hely spir- 
it, is put for God ; just as the mind or spirit of 
& man is put fer the man bimself, and so person- 
ified. 

No Unitarians, that I am acquainted with, de- 
ny the personality of the Holy Spirit—certain- 
ly Ido not—wherever it is used as equivalent 
to God himself. Inthe Christian Haaminer* 








* The Christian Hzaminer, published in Bos- 
ton,.is the prominent Unitarian periodwal. 
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‘for this very month; in a review of Prof. Mau-| 
rice’s Essays, the writer—a Professor in the| 
Cambridge Divinity School—says, “ Itis true, 

' that Unitarians believe that the phrase Holy 

Spirit, besides denoting the personal God acting 
on the human soul, is also used figuratively to: 

devote the instrumentalities by which he works, 
or the effects which he produces, and the gifts 
which he bestows. But they would as soon 
think of maintaining that the spirit of a manis 
not personal, as that the spirit of God is not 
personal.” 
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find it in hisconversation with Nicodemus, on 
the new birth, in John iii 8, ‘‘ The wind blow- 
eth where it listeth, and thou hearest the sound 
thereof, but canst not tell whence it cometh, and 
whither it goeth; so is every one that is born 
of the spirit.” 

Now, Mr. chairman, my friend on the other 
side will not deny that, in the original, the first 
word of this remarkable sentence translated 
“the wind,” is the same as the last word, which 
is translated ‘“ the spirit.’ We have here, then, 
an illustration of the truth, as I hold it, against 


What I contend against, Mr. chairman, is the | my brother, given by Jesus himself, probably as 


idea and the doctrine that the Holy Spirit exists 
as a person, in and of itself, any more than the 


mind or spirit of a man is a person or being) 


distinct from the man himself. 

St. Paul has taught, plainly enough, that 
there is an analogy and likeness between the re- 
Zation that the Holy Spirit bears to the living 
God, and the relation that the spirit of a man 
bears to the man himself. 

ist Cor. ii. 11, “What man knoweth the things 
-of a man, save the spirit of man, which is in 
him? Even so the things of God knoweth no 
man (or no one) but the spirit of God.” 

As then the spirit of a man is certainly’ not 
another person distinct from him, but (as Paul’s 
illustration shows,) a certain self-consciousness 
whereby he is able to contemplate himself, and 
+o know those things which belong peculiarly 
to him, and with which none beside can be ac- 
quainted, except he reveal them; so neither is 
the spirit of God a distinct person ‘from God, 
but is that divine intelligence, wisdom, and en- 
ergy, which is essentially in him, and by the 
communication of which he reveals and mini- 
fests himself to his rational creatures. Such 
revelation the Apostle claims to have received, 
in the next verse, which is moreover very in- 
structive to us on the subject now immediately 
under consideration. His words are, verse 12th, 
“Now we have received, not the spirit of the 





plain and ag clear an illustration as such a sub- 
ject admits of. Look ‘at it; consider it a mo- 
ment. The air is an invisible something, by 
which we are surrounded, and which we must 
inspire continually in order to live. When this 
air is put in motion, we call it wind; we hear 
it, we feel its pressure upon us, and are much 
more conscious of its presence and effects than 
when it is still. But how the motion of the air 
commences, we do not fully know—whence the 
wind cometh and whether it goeth we cannot 
tell. Now, as our Saviour more than intimates, 
the case is the same in the regeneration of man. 
God is a Holy Spirit, invisible, but everywhere 
present. ‘In him we live and move and have 
our being.” The dependence of our physical 
being upon the air, for its continuance, is not 
more entire than is our dependence upon God 
for the continuance and growth of our moral 
and our spiritual being--the life of our souls. 
When we cease to inspire from God, we are 
spiritually dead. The ordinary influence of his 
Holy Spirit upon us, we are (too many of us,) 
no more conscious of than we are of the life- 
sustaining power of the air upon our mortal 
bodies ; but whenever his Holy Spirit moves es- 
pecially within us, or upon others within the 
sphere of our observation, we see and feel and 
own its presence and effects, but we can no 
more, in this case than in the other, always, if 


world, but the spirit which is of God ; that wé/ever, tell how or why that spirit began to move 
might know the things which are freely given| and operate upon us or others, just when and as 
to us of God.” it did. It scems to me, sir, that the analogy be- 
The spirit of God is here plainly contrasted | tween the two is perfect ; and our Saviour’s il- 
with the spirit of the world; now the spirit of] lustration shows, as plainly as anything can be 
the world is certainly not a person distinct from | shown, how we are to understannd all that class 
the world, what reason then can there be to sup-) of texts quoted by Mr. Lee, in which God is 
pose that the Spirit of God, which is contrast-| spoken of as sending his spirit, or pouring out 
ed with it, is person distinct from God? his spirit, or in anywise operating by his spirit, 
There is another illustration of the truth onj or the spirit, or the holy spirit. 
this point, given by our Saviour himself, which| But my friend insisted, the other evening, 
is still more striking and beautiful. You will that the personal actions attributed to the holy 


’ execution. 
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_spirit, the werks said to be performed by it, such 


spirit of a man isa person distinct from the 
man whose spirit is spoken of. The mind, the 
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sonal existence, distinct from God. Strange in- 


as creation, the working of miracles, &c., are aj ference.’ As much as to say that the manifesta-— 
___ proof of its proper individual personality. But 
ay such an ar gument might be urged with equal|must be another person to whom those:divine 
a : propriety and force to show, that the mind. or 


tion of his power and wisdom proves that there 


attributes belong. Sir, the argumentsof my~ 
friend to show the deity of the Son and of the 
Holy Spirit, if sound, would strip the Father of 


soul, the spirit of a man is the higher part, of|all his attributes and manifestations, and leave 


his nature; it is capable of great and impor- 
tant operations, such ag reasoning, reflecting, 
forming designs and carrying those designs into 
Now these are certainly personal 


actions, Does, then, the attributing these ac- 


' tions to the mind prove the mind, the spirit, to 


be a proper person, separate from,or in any way 
distinguishable from the person? Does not ev- 
ery one understand that the personal responsi- 


_ bility, the praise or the blame due to these ac: 


tiens, must and will attach to, the person by 
whose mind or spirit they were performed? 


_Hven,man, you see, is a being of whose whole 


personality we.do not often speak when we are 
describing his actions. Sometimes we allude 


him nothing but naked personality, if, indeed, 


he weuld be anything more than a,nonentity. 
Mr. Lee quoted a number of. texis in whieh cre- 
ative power is attributed to the Holy Ghost. 1 
need not repeat them. It would takeup toe 
much time, and then I do not deny what, they 
declare, for by the Spirit, the Holy Spirit, or 


Holy Ghost, in all those instances I understand | 
either God himself, or the manifestation of one 


or more of his attributes, as the case may be. 
Thus, am I obliged to interpret, such passages, 
or else, according to Mr. Lee’s method of proof. 
acknowledge that there were a number more 
persons, by whem the heavens and the earth 
were made, I ask you, sir, I ask my friend Lee, 


to his muscular strength, or his animal gourage.| to look again at this matter in the light of. oth- 


which. would be nothing, indeed, if it were noti\er Scriptures: 
Then we|buted, net only tothe spirit of God, but,to the 


quickened by his. soul—his spirit. 
speak of his affections and passions, which are, 
by many, supposed to reside in the region of his 
heart, because of the commotion they cause. in 
that organ ; yet these are subject to the control 
of his reason and conscience, nay, even to his|6 
will, and that to such a degree that their in- 
tensest emotion shall not, if he chooses, quicken | 
the pulsations of the heart. 

And again, we often speak of a man’s intel- 
lectual genius, of bis skill in mathematics, his 
power in logical argumentation, his inspiration 


his devout spirit. 


ent properties or manifestations of the man, to;thou hast ordained,” &c. 


be regarded as so many separate persons includ- 
ed in his humap unify? Why not, Sir. if my 
brother’s argument to prove the separate per- 
Sonality of the spirit of God, be a, sound argu- 
ment? If we often find it necessary to speak, 


; _ even of the finite creature man, so as.to imply 


only the action of a part of his, whole being, 
how much more may we be often obliged, when 


. we speak of the Infinite Jehovah, to use lan- 


nae guage that will apply only to one or more of 


his atiributes, or one or more of his manifesta- 
tions! ; 

My friend says, the work of creation is attri- 
buted to the Spirit of God: and therefore con- 


‘tends that the Spirit of God must have a per-! 





The work of creation isjattri- 


word of God, to his breath, to his fingers, to his 


hands, to his wisdom, to his understanding, to 


his knowledge. Here the declarations of the 
Psalmist, of Prophets, of Apostles...Ps. xxiii, 

, ‘‘ By the word of the Lord. were the heavens 
made, and all the host of them by ihe bneath of 
his mouth.” Job, xxvi. 13,‘ By his spirit he 


hath garnished the heavens; his Aand hath 
4, 


formed the crooked serpents.” Job xxxiii. 
“The Spirit of God hath. made. me, and, the 


breath of the Almighty hath given, me life.’? 
in poetry, or, better yet, of his benevolent or) Ps. viii. 3,‘ When 1 consider thy, heavens the 


Now, sir, are all these differ-| work of thy jingers, the moon and stars, which 


Ps. oxix, 73;. 4 Thy 
hands have made me and fashioned me.’? Prov. 
ii. 19, 20, “The Lord by wisdom. hath founded 


the earth ; by understanding hath he establish-— 
ed the heavens; by Ais knowledge the depths 


are broken up and the clouds Snap down the 


| dew.” 


If I could argue on these Pret Ae as Mr. 


Lee did the other evyelling, upon kindred ones | 


respecting the Spirit of God, I should gay, how 
could the Lord have founded the earth by wis- 
dom, unless wisdom wasa person who could do 
such a mighty work? How could the Lord, by 
understanding, have established the heavens, 
unless understanding were a person powerful » 
enou gh to put up the pillars upon, which, in ane} 
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«other part.of Scripture, they are said to rest? 
_» And how could he, by his knowledge, have bro- 
_/ken up the depths, unless knowledge were a 
... person who could descend and do that work? 
~ All this would seem to you, perhaps, as it does 
_ to me, egregious trifling with the sublime lan- 
~ guage of the sacred writers, and yet, wherein is 
“it more trifling than some of the comments my 
“brother made upon several of the texts he urged 
*upon'us the last evening as proofs of the per- 
© sonality of the spirit. See his comments upon 
euPs. civ. 30 } Ps. exxxix. 7-10; Is. Ixi, Uy Luke, 
Jey. 2hj Ezek: iii. 12-14. 
MR. LEE’S SECOND SPEECH. 
When T sat down I was about noticing Mr. 
*’ May’s comment on Melchisedec’s case who was 
“without father or mother, as a ‘parallel! with 
‘the ease of Christ's miratulous conception. 
-) But tt bears no ‘analogy to the account of 
-’ Christ’s miraculous conception by the Holy 
©: Ghost! - It cannot even serve to explain the 
sense of the record, because he rejects it as an 
interpolation. For him to deny the record, 
“cand then quote such a text to explain away its 
force, is really trifling. © ge 
“., 6. He contended that he was a man and 
_, therefore was not miraculously begotten. This 
ois trifling, for a human being could be begot- 
ten by the power of the Holy Ghost. I con- 


~ tend that he was an entire and perfect. man, it 


is fundamental to my argument. Why then 
does he so repeatedly quote his proof texts 
that he wasa man? Tadmit it. Let him 
vest on this admitted fact that he was a. man, 


eaat 
- Mr. May said—I quoted Jerome in proof!of 
that. ~~ Br Sank . 

Mr. Lee—Y ou did not quote Jerome. 

Mr. Lee—From Dr. 
be reliable. 

Mr. May—He is a true man. oa 

Mr. Lee—I dont know that-—We shall osee 
about it. b 
|. 1. Dr. Priestlyhas proved no such’ thing. 
He was himself a materialist, ‘and denied the 
immortality of the soul. ‘ 

Mr. May said—Will you give your author- 
ity for that. it 
Mr. Lee—I will before I get through...» 

2. The Ebionites were a class of corrupt her- 
itics which arose in the second century. 

Their, history is. this. . A. portion’ of the 
Christians held to the law of Moses and, con- 
tinued to practice Jewish rites. .Whisiwas tol- 
erated, until the final destruction of Jerusalem 
by Adrian, who enacted the. most .severe laws 
against the Jews., Then the real believers in 
Jesus Christ abandoned:all Jewish xites, so.as 
not to be confounded. with ‘the Jews, against 
jwhom those seyere) laws. were, directed. ‘This 


Priestly, who. may, not 








Nazavenes.. . 

They then divided again, and a sect split off 
from the Nazarenes, called Ebionites. The 
Nazerenes held.to the miraculous conception of 
Christ; but the Ebionites denied it, and placed. 


and prove from it, if he can, that he was no| him ona level with Moses. This is the sect 

more than a man. But instead of proving! whose authority Mr. May ‘plead through. Dr. 
. from thé fact that he was a man, that he could| Priestly, in proof that the account of the con- 
be no more than'a man’ he proceeds eyery time|¢2ption and birth of Christ is a forgery. 


_.to repeat his proofs that he was a man. ) Let 


Now, what did they believe... They held that 


-me show up his logic on this point.. He argues the ceremonial law of Moses was binding’, not 
‘on a circle. “He was only a man because he}only on the Jews, but ou all the. Gentiles on 
“was not miraculously begotten, and he was not| becoming Christians. 


‘miraculously begotten because only a man. 


They received with ani equal degree of vener- 


7. He has plainly denied the record, and de-| ation, the superstitions ard) ceremonies which 
Joclared that’ those’ portions of Matthew's and: the Pharisees had added to the Jaw of Moses. 


a "Duke's gospels which treat of the pedigree; 
conception and birth of Christ, are interpola- 
' Setions and false, 

'' He rests this upon the statements of Dr. 
“Priestly, whom he says has proved that the 
+ corruption was detected and exposed by the 

© Ebionites. ‘het | 


| They held all these to be binding. 1B 
They-held only to’ the. inspiration ‘of the 
‘Books of Moses, and rejected all the prophets, 
and the Psalms, and held the name of David 
and Solomon in contempt. 
They rejected all of St. Paul's epistles, and 
treated them and their author with eontempt. 


Mr. May—0O yes, I quoted his very words. _ 


brought a separation, and those who would nos - 
abandonthe Jewish ritual, became a sect, called | 
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They held several books as Christian Scriptures, 
which do not belong to our New Testament, 
one of which was called the travels of Peter. 
They either rejected or never had the gospels 
by St: Mark and Luke. 
of St. Matthew, omitting its first two chapters, 
and corrupting it in other places. That this 
portion was stricken out by them, and not ad- 
ded by the orthodox Christians, is clear from 
this fact, they and the Nazarenes separated 
from the body of christians together. They 

‘afterwards divided, and the copy of the gospel 

~ used by the Nazarenes, was entire and that of 
the Hbionites was wanting the first two chap- 
ders. - 

For the proof of all these points, I refer you 
to Mosheims Church History, Part II. Chap. 
V. History of Christianity the first three 
Centuries. By Mosheim. Another aud new 
work, by the same author. Buck’s Theolog- 

‘ical Dictionary, Article Ebionites—Neander’s 
Planting and Training of the Church ; Book 

,TV. Chap. I. I will also refer you to Hors- 
ley’s Tracts. In which Dr. Horsley, grappled 
with and demolished Dr. Priestly on the sub- 
ject. You now see on what baseless ground, 

Mr. May dares to lay his hand upon and muti- 
late the gospels of Matthew and Luke. 

This confirms what I said a number of’ eye- 
nings ago, that he who will affirm that a given 
doctrine is more clearly revealed in the Serip- 
tures than any other doctrine, and yet that he 

' does not believe it, does not believe any thing 
because it is in the Scriptures. Now you see 
plainly, that when a doctrine is undeniably 
fonnd in the Scriptures, which he is not dispo- 
sed to believe, he rejects that portion of the 
Scriptures itself. 

Yet on the last evening he complained of me 
for representing him as treating the Scriptures 
lightly. He has left the shore and is wading 
out into the dark and uncertain waters of scep- 
ticism ; and when I point to the fact, he sends 
back a complaining echo, that I remind him 
and you of his position, and progresses on, fur- 
ther and deeper, complaining still that I point 
to the direction in which he is going before he 
is lost from view in the cheerless and visionless 
waters of infidelity. 

The manner in which facts have been drawn 

- out of him, furnishes clear evidence that the 


They had the gospel, 
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! 
argument is lost, as a Bible question, in “his 
own estimation. He would never have commit- 
ted himself against the Scriptures, could he 
have escaped my conclusions without denying 
portions of them. = 

In New England this has hecome a striking 
fact in the history of Unitarianism. A por- 
tion of that sect, have gone off farther and far- 
ther from the truth, denying and rejecting the 
inspiration of the Scriptures because they do ; 
not sustain their views. Another portion are 
drawing back from this tendency of their system, 
and are rallying more to the orthodox stand- 
ard. Mr. May has quoted to you numerous or- 
thodox authorities. Now on this point I will give 
one. It shows that Unitarian writers are com- 
ing back to the truth. The work I hold inmy 
hand is published- by the Unitarian Agsociation. 
It is by authority. The writer is Mr. H. H. 
Sears. I quote from Chap. vill. on “The 
Mediator.” 


“The theology of the New Testament in- 
volves three leading ideas, all of which centre 
in the person of Jesus Christ. 

“ Wirst, there is a perfect and glorified HuMaM 
NATURE, exhibiting in its changes from its’ hu- 
miliation to its exaltation all the possible vir- 
tues, graces, and excellences that belong to our 
human condition. 

“Secondly, there is the Divinz nature in’ 
its paternal benignity, infinite wisdom, and uni- 
versal and unchanging love, contrasting with 
the dark and partial conceptions of God which 
prevailed among Jews and Gentiles. 

“ Thirdly, there is the union of these two in 
Jesus Christ, so that in him are revealed at the 
same time a perfect humanity and the all-per- 
fect Divinity. 

“Tt isno example of mere’ human nature, 
however sublimated and exalted, that satisfies 
our wants as sinfulmen. No finite power and 
influence can create us anew. No models of 
human virtue, however pure and ‘perfect, are 
to regenerate and save us. Rather do they 
dazzle and mock us with ideals which we can 
never realize ourselvés. I may fix on them my 
earnest and despairing gaze; but there aloft 
they shine and shine in vain, giving me gleams 
of a region of purity and peace which I cannot 
climb to, and which fall upon my unsunned and 
frozen nature like the shimmer of moonbeams ” 
upon a mass of snow. Christ has placed be- 
fore me an example of human perfection; and 
told me to follow in his steps. And is that 
all? If that be all, it were like standing. on 
the shore and helping a drowning man by mere- 
ly shouting to him to rise and walk the waves. 
In our fallen, sinful state, it is not first and 
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chiefly an example that we want. We want 
God. We want Divine succor and influence, 
coming within us with creative power, not 
primarily to bring us into conformity, with 
some model that is placed before us, but to re- 
vive the Divine image within us, so that by its 
own radiation it shall produce around us the 
halo of all Christian virtues and graces. 

“The New Testament writers are careful to 
inform us that the man Christ Jesus had no 
human father, but that the Holy Spirit itself 
» descended into this world and took its nornial 
clothing of flesh and blood and its expression 
in the human form. They put this fact in the 
foreground of the Christian theology, for by 
this fact they make the Author of Christianity 
not an inspired prophet, but a Divine Man. 
The prophet is inspired to utter his message, 
and that done he is like other men. Christ 
was not inspired after birth, but the effluence 
of the Divine nature formed the inmost princi- 
ple of his natural being, so that his most com- 
mon words and works had their ground in the 
ingenerating Divinity. 
Christ became hence the expression of God, 
and the influence proceeding from him the effu- 
sion of the Holy Spirit. 

“ St. John asserts the same truth in descri- 

bing the Divine Word made flesh, that is, 
brought down into the conditions of mortal 
existence and clothed in human form. He is 
asserting the ground of Christ’s plenary an- 
thority and wisdom, and tliis he dees by descri- 
bing these fleshly surroundings as enfolding the 
Divine wisdom, life within life—the infinite 
become visible in the finite, not by being super- 
induced upon Christ by special gift, but by 
forming the. inmost principle of his natural 
being. Nothing less than this satisfies the 
record of the supernatural conception by Mat- 
thew, or of tbe Divine incarnation by John. 
' “We lay off all the theories of the- school- 
men pertaining to the mode of union between 
God and Christ. We forget all the disputes 
of the sects upon this question. We recognize 
the fact that such a union, though it may in- 
volve mysteries, involves no contradictions. 
We do not stop at what is mortal and finite in 
the fact of the Divine incarnation ; we do not 
even see the finite, but look through it as we 
lodk through glass to see the sun; and then 
the Divine nature unveils itself to our longing 
Vision, and out of Jesus Christ comes the un- 
clouded blaze of the Godhead |” 


‘Now I furnished my friend with one Unita- 
rian authority. 
Yes, said Mr. May, anda good one too. 

In my appeal to the early history of the 
Church, I shall not classify my authorities ac- 
cording to the several points I have argued, as 
the divinity of Christ, and the Holy Spirit, 
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but apply them where they belong as I quote. 

My extracts of course, must be few and 
brief. 

I will name each author, and age in which 
he flourished, and the source from which I quote 
him. 

Sr. Cement was cotemporary with Paul, 
Peter and John, and suffered martyrdom. A. 
D. 100. 

He says, ‘“ Christ is theirs who are humble, 
not who exalt themselves over his flock. The 
Sceptre of the Majesty of God our Lord Jesus 
Christ, came not in the show of pride.’”—1 
Epis. to Cor. Sec. 16. 

Sr. Ienarrus was cotempoary with Paul 
and Peter, and suffered martyrdom A.D. 107. 

He says of Christians, “‘ Being united and 
chosen through his true passion according to 


The natural life of{|the will of the Father, and Jesus Christ our 


God.”’—Inscription to Epis. Ephe. 

“There is one physician, both fleshy and 
spiritual, made and not made; God incarnate ; 
true life in death, both of Mary and God ; first 
passible, then impassible, even Jesus Christ 
our Lord.” —Sec. 7. 

‘Where is the wise man? Where is the 
disputer? Where is the boasting of those 
who are called wise? For our God, Jesus 
Christ, was according to the Dispensation of 
God, conceived in the womb of Mary, of the 
séed of David, by the Holy Ghost.”—See 18. - 

“ God himself appearing in the form of a man, 
for the renewal of eternal life.”—Sec 19. 

“The majesty of Jesus Christ, who was be- 
fore all ages, and appeared in the end to us.”— 
Epis. to Magnesians, Sec 6. 

Tn his Epistle to the Romans the expression, 
“ Jesus Christ our God” occurs twiee in the 
Inscription. : 

“ Nothing is good that is seen; for even our 
God, Jesus: Christ, now that he is in the’ Fath- 


er, does so much the more appear.”— See 3: 

“I glorify God, even Jesus Christ.”—£pis. 
to Smyrneans, See 1. 

“J wish you all happiness in our God, Jesus 
Christ, in whom continue, in the unity and pro- 
tection of God.”—E pis. to Polycarp, Sec 8. 

Ponycarp was a disciple of St. John, and 


commenced his ministry under him. 
He was the minister of the Church at Smyr- 


See 5. 


pee 


na, and i is supposed to be the subject of the they behold only the sun which is the work of 


following reference.—Rev. ii. 8, 9, 10. 
“Unto the angel of the church in Smyrna 
_ write :--These things saith the first and the 
“last, which was dead and is alive. J. know 
~ thy works, and tribulation and poverty, (but 
_ thou art rich,) and the blasphemy of them 
which say they are Jews, and are not, but are 
the synagogue of Satan. Fear none of those 
things which thou shalt suffer: behold; the 
devil shall cast some of you into prision, that 
ye may be tried: and ye shall have tribulation 
ten days: be thou faithful unto death, and I 
will give thee a crown of life.” 
This was the only church out of the seven, 
against which no charge was preferred. 
) This'man of God who had Deen instracted 
“by St. John, when he was at the stake ready 
to: be burned, closed his last prayer thus : 
“ J praise thee, I bless thee, I glorify thee, | 
by the eternal and heavenly high priest, Jesus 
~=Christ, thy well beloved Son, with whom, to 
; thee and the’ Holy Ghost, be glory, both now 
and toallsuceeeding ages. Amen.”—Mart yy 
“+ dom of St. Polycarp, Sec 14. 
The narrative then states that measures were | 
taken to prevent his friends from obtaining the 
“wemains of his body, for which the’ following 
reason’ is given." ‘ Lest, says” he, forsaking 
io him that: was crucified, they should begin to 
“worship this Polycarp : not considering that 
“peither-is it possible” for us ever to forgake 
Christ, who suffered for the salvation of all 
such as shall be saved’ throughout the. whole 
world. the righteous for. the unrighteous ; nor 
worship any other but him. For him as the 
Son of. God we do adore.”— Sec 17. | 
Barnabas was the companion of Paul. 
“ And for this cause the Lord was content to 
suffer’ for our souls, although he be the Lord of 
=»the whole earth, to whom God said before the 
beginning of the word. Let us make man af- 
ter our our own likeness and image. Cee 


1 


“The prophets having received from. him 
“[Ohrist]} the spirit of prophecy, spake Beh 
concerning ‘him.”—Ib. 

“Thon he clearly manifested himself to the 
the Son of God... For had he not come. in the 
flesh, how,could men have been able to look 
upon him that they might be saved? seeing if 
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his hands, and shall hereafter cease’ to be,, they 
are not able. to endure steadfastly » pevionk: 
against the rays of it.’—Ib. 


Hermas is mentioned by St. Baul Rott XVi. 


14. “Salute Hermas. In his ninth; similitude 
we find the following. - 

‘In the middle of the plain he choweate me a 
huge white rock which rose out of the plain ; ; 
and the rock was higher than those mountains, 


and was square,so that it,,seened .capable.of - 


supporting the whole world. It looked'to me 
to be old, and-yet had ita new gate.” >’ 

“ First of all, said I, tell me what.this . cee 
and this. gate denote... Hearken, said he; this 
rock and thisigate- are the Son of God. °'The 
Son of God jis, indeed, more ancient. than any 
ereature; in so much that he was in counsel 
with the Father at the. creation of all, things. 
But the gate is therefore new, because he «ap- 
peared in the last days, at the’ fullness of ‘time, 
that they who shall attain unto salvation, may 
by it enter into the Kingdom of. God.’7=Sec 2 


& 12, 


MR. MAY’S SECOND SPEECH. 


afr niay be an interesting fact to-you Sir, and 


Lam-sure it will be to, my friend’ Lee, that: I - 


have distributed among’ the members of my 


society and to others in this city, a hundred ” 


and twenty copies of. the book he has justbeen 
reading from, ‘ Sears. on Regeneration” since 
the first of January.” And-only last week ‘re- 
ceived fifty copies more, which that gentleman, 
(pointing to Mr, T. G. White,) has oy shand 
and will: be happy to dispose of.» L‘have «done 
all this with some reluctance, on'Aecotint of the 
errors which the book certainly contains—but 
that reluctance has been overcome-by my. ad- 
miration of the book as a whole—and: my \be- 
lief that the circulation of it will do good. 


Mr. Lee next charges me with, arguing ¢in a- 
circle—but the circle wants just..one. half.;) I 


never argued that Jesus was not the: deity: ibe- 
cause he was not miraculously born. For! Sir, 
as you must remember, | contended; thatf he 
were miraculously born, that would , not proye 
him to be God any more than. the; miraculous 
conception of John the Baptist proved him to 
be a.deity. . I alluded also to the supernatural 
birth of Samson and Isaac—and spoke of Mel- 


chisedee who. is said to haye had neither-father - 


vis 


Sz‘ 


& 


‘ 


, ity of the Soul ;—but he had a strong and 
_lively faith in that doctrine, based upon the 


bo Se 0 


By 


we 


eage 


+ who, differed as widely as possible from him in 


2) sion. 


7 


our translations with capital initials, as if they 


Gta have been done excepting in those few cases 


vil 


- Lee got his authority for asserting, that. Dr. 
_ Priestly did not belive in the immortality of the 
_, Soul. . That great man was a materialist, and 


ering is—that the phrases Holy Ghost, and 
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“wor mother; and of Adam who certainly had|—to pnewma to hagion is in the neuter gender ; 
no human parents, and was called “ the Son of/ and is not printed in the original, aa if it were 
God,” and yet never was supposed to be a God. |a proper name. 

I am utterly at a loss. to. know, where Mr. Mr. Lee stated in the opening of | his, argu- 
ment, that the pointsto be proved by him were, 
that ‘the Holy Ghost is of one substance, 
power and eternity with the Father existing, 
personally distinct, yet in unity of the Godhead.” 

You'Sir, and the audiences that have attend- 
ed so diligently upon this, protracted discussion 
must understand that I do not deny, and never 
have denied the Holy Spirit. I believe Sir, 






















may not have believed in the natural immortal- 


ressurrection of Jesus Christ, where Saint Paul 
placed it. 

Mr. Lee—did he not believe in the sleep of 
the soul. 
& Mr. May—I suppose he did ; and that at the 
-last day manshall be brought to life again, as St. 
Paul seems to teach i in his “ epistle to the Cor- 
-inthians,” 

Mr. Lee—Can immortality die or sleep? 

Mr. May—!It was I believe Dr, Priestly’s 
view that the soul does sleep until the resurrec- 
tion. 


thought, and the fountain of holiness to all who 
receive him. Of course I do not deny that his 
Spirit. is of the same substance,-power .and 
eternity with himself, for his spirit is himself, 
in the highestsense. What I have denied from 
the first and persist now in denying is that the 
Spirit of the Father does or can exist personal- 
ly distinct from him ; so as to be with any pro- 
priety addressed or thought of as a distinct per- 
son. If my brother’s proposition be true, then 
the Father must have a Spirit besides the Holy 


But, Sir, much as we may be .startled and 
offended at, the doctrine of materialism—Dr. 
Priestly was one of the purest and best of men 
——a man oi great scientific, attainments, and.a 
diligent student of the Scriptures and of eccles- 
iastical history. 1 could, Sir, if this were. the 
time and place, bring the highest testimonials 
to his exeellence of character, given by men, 


Spirit. If I understand my friend’s answer to 
my question the other evening, he believes that 
the Son, the Second Person ‘of the Trinity, 
Jesus Christ had a human soul as well as a 
body, and that his perfect humanity still exists 
in inseparable connection with the Godhead. 
We have then in the Godhead, according to my 
friend’s faith, if I understand it—we have. the 
Father with a spirit peculiar to himself, and 
the Son with a perfect human ,Spirit peculiar 
to himself, and the Holy Spirit. So that three 
persons. and five spirits compose the Godhead. 
All this, my friend’s proposition involves, or else 
Lhave wholly misunderstood his statements, 
his arguments and his answers to my questions. 

If he could show me this most incomprehen- 
sible doctrine unequivocally declared inthe 
words of Jesus, or of one of his apostles, I 
should not set about to scrutinize and question 
and expose it as I have done and must yet do— 
regarding it as 1 do a sheer invention of the 
platonizing Christians of the 3d and 4th cen- 
turies. 

In my first speech this evening, I_ gaye you 
some illustration of the principles: of interpreta- 
tion, that must needs be applied in the exam- 


his theological. faith. 
But let us turn, to, the subject of our discus- 


One reason, Mr. Met why the readers 
of our English Bible, have,so many of them, 
been misled on the subject we are now  consid- 


Holy Spirit always, and Spirit of God gener- 
‘ally and the word Spirit often, are printed in 


were proper names, or the names of persons. 
I know not on. what authority this was done, 
or with what more propriety than would have 
been shown, in printing the words breath, hand, 
. fingers, wisdom, understanding, in the same 
way, where they are put for the agents or in- 
struments of God. Now, this never ought to 


where the phrase is obviously put for God him- 
self. The Greek phrase meaning, Holy Spirit 


that God the Father is a Spirit, holy beyond | 


Spirit, or else’ he must be a person without a 


Pf 
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ination of the passages of Scripture adduced 
by Mr. Lee. Let us now apply them to as 
many as time will allow. 

I pass over the first point of his argument 
and the texts quoted to sustain it, because I 
have already shown more than once in the 
course of our discussion, that the bestowment 
of many of the names of God upon his angels, 
prophets, messengers, was not uncommon 
amongst the Jews—and merely implied, that 
they represented his authority, acted on a com- 
mission from him, or were sent to signify his 
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brother added with great emphasis—the Holy 
Ghost then is God. Certainly I reply he is, 
but not a distinct person from God. It was 
the spirit of God in the apostle, which enabled 
him to perceive at a glance, that Ananias had 
been lying, and he attributed that discovery 
not to his own sagacity, but to that wisdom 
which he had received from God. ; 
There are several other instances, quoted by 
Mr. Lee of passages relating to the same event 
where in one, the thing is said to have been 
done by God and in the other by the Holy 


purpose or will at some important crisis. If|Spirit. This proves exactly the reverse. of 


such exalted* names were sometimes given to 
ministers af his will, surely they may be given 
to his own Holy Spirit, which is as much him- 
self as a man’s spirit is himself—without giving 
the slightest countenance to the idea that there- 
fore his Spirit is a person distinct from himself. 

Mr. Lee adduced Exod. xvii. 7. And he 
called the name of the place “‘ Massah and Me- 
ribah” because there the children of Israel 
tempted the Lord. The Lord here spoken of, 
my friend thinks, the author of the Epis. to 
the Hebrews has shown to be the Holy Ghost 
iii. 7-9. “ Wherefore as the Holy Ghost saith 
—to-day if ye will hear his voice, harden not 
your hearts, as in the provocation—&e., your 
fathers tempted me, proved me and saw my 
works, &c.”’ Now, here the writer to the 
Hebrews does not say, that the Jehovah they 
tempted was the Holy Ghost, nor does he quote 
the passage in Exodus ; he is quoting a passage 
which you will find exactly as he quotes it, in 
Ps. xcv. 7-9, and he introduces the quotation 
“as the Holy Spirit saith.” If you will turn 
to the Psalm, you will see that the Holy Ghost 
is not so much as mentioned there—but Jeho- 
vah only. Neither in Exod. xvii. 7, is any 
thing said about such a person as the Holy 
Ghost. The Lord only is mentioned there. 
He was the person, whom the people of Israel 
tempted and proved forty years—and the apos- 
tle ascribes what Jehovah spake by the Psalm- 
ist not to another person, but to the inspiration 
by which the Psalmist wrote as he did. 

T pass for want of time over several legs im- 
portant text to Acts v.3, 4, where the conduct 
of Ananias is called in the former verse, lying 
to:the Holy Ghost—and in the latter verse it 
is declared to be lying unto God. And my 





what my friend has labored so hard to estab- 
lish. It proves that God and the Holy Spirit 
are the same person, not distinct persons—just 
as much as a passage that I have already quo- 
ted—* by the word of the Lord are the Heav- 
ens made and all the host of them by the breath 
of his mouth ;” proves that the word of the 
Lord and the breath of his mouth are the same. 

Mr. Lee next quotes 2 Tim. iii. 16. “All 
Scripture is given by inspiration of God and 
is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for cor- 
rection, for instruction in righteousness. He 
then brings forward quite a number of instan- 


‘ees in which it is said, ‘“‘ The word of the Lord 


came” to one and to another of the prophets, 
and then he clinches his arguments by 2 Pet. 
i. 21, where it is said, “the prophecy came not 
in old time by the will of men; but holy’ men 
of God spake as they were moved by the Holy 
Ghost.” Only think of such an argument Sir, 
as this to establish such an incomprehensible 
proposition as the one he announced, that “ the 
Holy Ghost exists personally distinct from 
God.” 


Why, sir, I should quote the passage to show 
that they are identically the same. If the Apos- 
tle had said, “holy men of God spake as they 
were moved by his'spirit, or by him,” the sense 
would have been precisely the same it is now— 
would it not? And yet, because our, translators 
used the phrase, Holy Ghost, and the editors of 
the Bible have had the words printed with a 
capital letter at the beginning of each, lo! we 
are to believe that a distinct person is spoken of. 
Why, sir, if I did not know Mr. Lee to be pro- 
foundly in earnest in this discussion, I should 
think he was trifling. 

We come now to the second head of his arguy 
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ment. He says personal actions are, throughout id my servant ;” 15th verse, ‘‘ Blessed isthe peo- 
the Scriptures, attributed to the Holy Ghost, ple that know the joyful.sound : they shall walk, 
Holy Spirit, and Spirit of God; and many of|O Lord, in the light of thy countenance ;’. 18th 
the same actions are elsewhere declared to have verse, “For the Lord is our defence ; and the 


been performed by God. 
Gen. i. 2, 3, in the one verse ’tis said, “The 
' Bpirit of God moved upon the face of the wa- 
ters,” and in the next, “ God said let there be 
light ;” so my brother argues, here is a clear dis- 
~ tinction of persons: one moving upon the face 
of the waters, the other saying, “let there be 


light.” Does this so appear to you, Mr. chair- 


man? His inference seems to me just as irra- 
tional as it would be to read Isa. i. 10, “ Hear 
the word of the Lord, ye rulers of Sodom ; give 
ear unto the law of our God, ye people of Go- 
morrah ; and then argue that two distinct per- 
sons were here introduced—the Lord and God. 
But I have already, in my former speech, consider- 
ed this mode of reasoning, and can only add, let 
every person of common sense look at it for him- 
self, and see if there be any soundness in it. 
I pass over his comment upon Ps. civ. 30, 
which needs no reply, and come to what he says 
upon Ps. ciii. 7,“ Whither shall I go from thy 
Spirit,” or, “ Whither shall I flee from thy pres- 
ence.” 
Upon this beautiful exclamation of the Psaim- 
_ ist, in view of the omnipresence of God, Mr. 
Lee remarks, “ the Spirit of God, and the pres- 
ence of God, are represented ag two things— 
both are represented as everywhere.” If I were 


disposed to make the most of this strange com-| 
ment, I should say—my brother has now intro-| 


Holy One of Israel is our King.” 

‘lo show my brother that the Spirit of God 
and the presence of God are not two things, as 
he says they are, I would ask him how he could 
go from the one without at the same instant flee- 
ing from the other. 

There is a passage, which my friend has quo- 
ted elsewhere for another purpose, which I will 
ask him to consider in this connexion. It is in 
Acts ii. 4,“And they were all filled with the 
Holy Ghost and began to speak with other 
tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance.” 
Here, according to my friend’s mode of argueing 
from Scripture, are two persons spoken of in 
different parts of this verse-—the Holy Ghost 
who filled them, and the Spirit that gave them 
utterance. Of course I consider one and the 


at . 
same inflvence to be here spoken of, but I see 


not how my brother can refuse to allow that two 
persons are here spoken of. 

| Let us pass to his next, Isa. Lxi. 1, “ The Spir- 
it of the Lord is upon me; because the Lord 
hath anointed me to preach good tidings unto 
the meek.” Luke iy. 21, “And he began to say 
junto them, this day is this Scripture fulfilled in 
| your ears.” 

| Mr. Lee asks, “ what was upon hin if we de- 
ny the personality of the Spirit?” 

| Lanswer, in the words of the Prophet, “ The 





| Spirit of the Lord was upon him,” not the third 





duced into his Godhead another person called the! person of the Trinity—not a third part of the 
“Presence of God,” for there is just as much |substance, power and cternity of the Godhead— 
reason for contending that the “ Presence of| but the quickening, sanctitying, inspiring influ- 


God” is a distinct person from God, as that his 
“Spirit” is a distinct person. I see not how God 
can be distinct or separate from his Spirit, any 
more than from his presence. It is strange that 
my brother, who has read the poetry of the He- 
brews so much, has not observed that they often 
repeat precisely the same idea, in a little differ- 
ent form of words, so as to impress it the more 
deeply. 
To illustrate this I opened the Psalms at ran- 
dom; my eye fell upon Ixxxix., which is full of 
examples of this peculiarity. I have time but 


enant with my chosen: I have sworn unto Day- 


jence of God's Spirit. 

|. AllI have time to say upon his comment on 
Ezek. iii. 12-14, is, that some men, since the day 
of the prophet; have been borne on to the dis- 
charge of a painful and hazardous duty by a 
spirit hot within them; going they scarcely 
‘Knew how, and sustained, as they have felt, and 
| acknowledged, by the hand of the Lord, that was 
| strong upon them. 

Lcome next to Mr. Lee’s exposition of the 
| Baptism of Jesus. Here he finds the three per- 
sons of the Trinity present in the same scene, in 


' 
! 





for two or three : 34, verse, “I have made a coy-' three ilistinct personalities, and each acting his 


‘appropriate part. 


-The Father is head, speaking 
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ness with our spirits, bie we are the saianainist a oe 


from heaven ; the Son is coming up out of the a 


water, where he had just been baptized ; and the) God.” 
Spirit: of God’ is seen descending and lighting|’’ Here; sir, the translators ‘of our Buglish: Bibleloi 
upon him. Here the three certainly are present-|have given us the neuter pronouns, and we see (= 
ed to our, contemplation, so far distinct from the propriety of it. But how would it answer) 
each other that I see not how any one, who has| as I have said before, to refer to God by a neu~" 
viewed them in the attitudes in which they are/ter pronoun ?’ ‘The propriety of speaking of the ¢— 
here presented, can for’a moment accept the doc-| spirit in this way, and the sgl Pe that all: = 
trine which my friend atteimpts to support. How | would see in speaking of God'as“ it,” shows that fal 
can he now ask any one to believe that the be-|the one is always a person, and the other may be +© 
ing who was. sitting invisible in the heavens! property, an attribute, a aaa i of his’ io 
above, was the being who, in the form of a main, | mind or will. BA 
was coming up outwf the water where he had NINTH i ai TRAE ARCH 16: 
heen baptized, and also the afflatus which, in the tie steeta einer emnor 
flickering motion of a descending dove, was Seen Before proceeding directly’ with a review of 
_ to come down from above and alight upon him: Mr. May’s replies to my arguments, T will add 
that each was: the infinite and eternal-God—the a'word about the work by Mr. Sears. In re-_ 
same that was sitting aloft in the heavens—the ply to my quptations from that- work against — 
ia Ay she siaeacs matienpon, whom Abatilay.. May’s views, he told you that he circulated ”_ 
affiatus was alighting, and that all three were no a large number of copies of it among his peo: 
more thanseither. one. ple. . He does not believe its teachings, he says, 
. But the foregoing is not 80 Sitorhanaes for} but he gives them all the influence he is able. 
his argument as the next which he adduces.|Is this because he would keep his own views 
Matt. iv. 1, “ Then was Jesus led up of the Spir-| out of sight, and make the impression that these 


it into the mellecraces, to be tempted of the|are his views? He may circulate the Bible on ‘4 
Deval eae the same principle, for aught we know, unless: ; 


«“ Here,” Wael Mr. Lee,“ the Spirit performed he assures us to the contrary. 
y personal action.” My friend could not have Mr. May’ s lone effort on the etymology of the 
stopped to consider the nature of this action, or word Spirit, was a /waste of time, unless he 


he would not shave attributed it to the Holy thought to divert attention by it. 


Spirit, whom he professes to believe was the Tadmit ‘that it means’ air, wind, a aie vee 


very and eternal God... Now, sir, “ God,” I say Piration, life, animation, disposition, &e: im 
it in the words of an Apostle, « cannot be temp ‘: But it has none of these senses when the Spir? jh 
ed of evil, neither tempteth he any man,’ and tt of God is spoken of = siete 
yet Mr. Lee has alleged that the being whom he . Tt also means the human soul’; but it does not o> 
calls the Holy Ghost, led Jesus up into the wil-|™°2” the soul when the Spirit of ‘God, Holy 


derness to be\ tempted of the Devil. Surely, Spirit, or Holy Ghost, is meant, 
then, he mast haye been a bei ing wholly distinet Now the only question is, what does the’ word i 


and for ever separate from God, else how ‘le mean when the Spirit of God is'the seer of 

} ? coe ) 
he haye plotted with the spirit of wickedness to ssa : : 
bring Jesus into temptation? ‘T must leave Mr. Mr. May said—It means influence. 
| Mr. Lee—W hat is influence?» Canany man! +9 
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Lee to reconcile this as he ean: The passage}, , stead 
fuils'every “way to give any Support t0 his pro- tell me what it ‘is, except another name for ex 
position—nor only.so, but suosests new difficul erted power, physica! or moral, of which we can 
= Od 
ties, Which ifWill be impossible for him pe sp. |2ve no idea aside from an operative agent; sor! jx) 
mount withont reiracine some a his stens pervanaliiy. — 
‘ — 


ee va If. we were to render it. as Mr. May proposes, 
that ty Can Gz 
say a word upon a passege, tha w i . Yjin‘some ‘cases, “wind of God,”.it. would not help 
t SS th <0 J have areas y his 
argument erdmpair pyne.. it becoming a, 
referred to., ”- 
* , fe me name.of something wouldias clear ly imply; Pel; 
Ol Vili, ‘VG. 1De. 93 parit riegeli yeareth Wit-l sonality as the Holy (thest does, 


But my time ds out, so. ieariy 





Agee 


- 


/ 
Ti would read Odalyeo translate, “The wind 
Of Godlike wa dove,. descended, upon him.” 


" 


DISCUSSION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY.” 


‘1. This word parakleton, rendered comforter 
# iis a masculine noun, and is “represented by thes” 
We that shall; blaspheme the wind of God.” | pronoun he. 


tilly the. wind of Gody as a»proper name, | Now, according to. Mr. May’s own argument, 
would be just as descriptive of personality as/ the Holy Ghost is represented as. a personality, 


Hal ve Ghest, 


_ - Phe wind Of God yéould not he God!himeelf, | him. 
any “ior’ ee the Spirit of God i ig. * God inn 


self. © 

ir’ Mr.’ ‘ay criticism on the Greek word, 
previna, and ” its pronouns, was equally unfortu- 
nate for him, as it is wholly unsound. 


The word _pneuma, the Greek word rendered | 


Spirit, signifi¢s breathing, breath, respiration, a 
blast, gale, air, wind... It is, derived from pneo, 


‘by a masculine noun being employed to denote 


neuter pronoun proved that the Holy Ghost was. 
‘not a person. 
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Mr. May argued that the presence of a-— 


Now, if the want of the mascu-, 4 


bal 
Nine pronoun proves the absence of personality, 


|proves by parity of reasoning, that the Holy. 
Ghost is a personality. The first name, borrow- 
jed from nature as the best emblem of the Spirit, 
in itself invisible and incomprehensible, is neces- 


jthen the presence of the masculine, as here, 


to blow. It. also: signifies. any spirit, good orj sarily neuter, but when the same ‘spirit isde- 


had.j the soul-of man, the Spirit of God. 

Mri May contended, that as it is 2 neuter 
noun, if cannot: represent personality, ‘and. that| 
‘its pronouns are also neuter, and should not be 

~ translated) by “2,” Jand not by “he,” as is the 
case in-our English version. I am sorry to be 
compelled to expose so many of my’ friends | 
_ Greek criticisms, but the cause of truth de 

- mands it. 
The facts are these : the noun pneuma, is neu- 
ter, and it could be nothing else, as its first sense 

Bis bréath, air, wind.. Jt necessarily retains its 
neuter \form when used. to denote God himself. 

{ But if this proves anything to Mr. May's pur- 
pose, it proves that‘God is neuter, and that. he 

_ should be represented by the neuter pronoun, it. 

_ I will give but one illustration of this point, , 

“ God isa spirit : and they-that worship him 
mast worship him i in spirit and in truth.” John 
iv. 24, ‘WS i 

Here the neuter noun, preuma, is used to ex- 
press the nature or essense of God. Pnwema 
ho Theos, God is a spirit: * Now, according to 
_ Mr. May’s criticism’ it'should haye'a neuter pro- 

- noun‘and be represented by “ 7. 

Mr. May said—t did not say so. 

Me. Tee continued —That i is, Mr. May’s God | 
‘is an 7t. 

Now let us look at the word and its pronouns 
as it is used to denote the Holy Ghost. 


: 


| He shall teach you—* he” ekeinos, 


\proves the personality. 
The difficulty in this matter is this. 


‘quires that illustrations be employed taken from 


‘convey to us any distinct idea of heaven, with-: 
out. employing as illustrations the excpllent 
pie of earth. 

2. This parakleetos is another ee ‘plan 
cing the Holy Ghost ona parallel with Christ, 


Jhrist was a personality, a personal comforter ; 





must involve the same personality. 

3. The very name itself implies a personal ex- 
istence. Parakleetos, signifies a comforter, guide, 
monitor, instructor, helper and advocate.’ 
| Ti occurs bat five times in the New Testa- 
ic four times it is applied to, the Holy 
pshosts and once to Christ. 

“Tf any man sin we bave an advocate with 
the Father. Ist J ohn, ii. 1. 
“But the Comforter, which i is the Holy Ghost, 





| whom the Father will send in my name, he shall 


teach you all things, and bring all things to ORR 


. remembrance, W. hatsoe va’ T have said unto vou.’ 


Jobn xiv. 26. 
is here 


“And. I will: pray the Father, and he shall give| masculine. ft 


you another. Comforter, that ‘he may abide with 
you forever, ”, John xiv. 16. 


“observe—- 


{ baad 


_“But when the Comforter is come, whom I 


'scribed by another name, that is masculine. This 


things already understood. God himself cannot t 


‘the Holy Ghost was another comforter, which _ 


There is _ 
a great meagreness in our language which re- ~ 


up 


and making the Spirit an exchange for him, 


v 


if 


\eill send umte you from the Father, even: they f 
+ This other, paioner % is the ed Ghost. Now} Spirit of truth, which eapeoggion from fhe Fath-» 


er, he shall testify of me: And ye also shall bear 


tat, 


; 
, 
fee 
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: ‘ 
witness, because ye have been with me from the 


inning.” John xv. 26, 27. 
. Here the pronoun ekernos, “he,” is in the 
masculine. 

2. He shall testify of me, and ye also shall 
bear witness. They were personal witnesses, he 
and ye. 

“ Nevertheless I tell you the truth ; It is ex- 
pedient for you that I go away ; for if I go not 
away, the Comforter will not come unto you; 
bat if I depart, I will send him unto you.” John 
xvi. 7. 

Here the pronoun outon rendered he, is in the 
masculine. ; 

By these few illustrations you may see what 
ground Mr. May had to affirm that these pro- 
nouns are in the neuter gender in the Greek, and 
that they should be so rendered. 

This brief exhibit has been made out during | 
the day, and rests upon a personal examination 
of the texts quoted. If Mr. May is disposed to 
question my correctness or truth, I will refer 
him to Bishop Heber’s Bampton Lectures on, 
the personality of the Holy Ghost, Lecture 2d, 
where the point in issue is fully discussed, and} 
my view maintained, and where the Bishop as- 
serts that no man with the slightest acquaint- 


| of Proverbs. 





ance with the Greek will deny that the pronouns’ 
are in the masculine gender. 


Now, aa Mr. May isa great admirer of the! 
poets, and considers them inspired, I hope he 
will accept him as testimony in this case ! 

Mr. May—-I admire him, as a poet, very’ 
much ! 


, { 


IIL. In his own exposition of the Holy Ghost, 
he was no inore fortunate than in his criticism. 
He says it is God himself, or some one of his! 
attributes. 
This will not do, as was shown in my argu. | 
ment, which he has not answered. 





Take the texts already quoted as examples——| 


“ But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, 
whom the Father will send in my name.” John’ 
xiv. 26. 

God sends the Comforter. 


Does he send himself ? | 


Does he send one of his attributes ? 

He sends the Comforter in the name of Christ. 
Does he send himself in the name of one of hi 
creatures, a mere man, as Mr. 
Christ to be? 


1 
| 
S; gave my reasons for my opinion. I formerly 
May affirms’ 


DISCUSSION’ OF THY DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


MR. MAY’S FIRST SPEECH. 


It Mr. Lee had reminded you of all that I have 
said respecting the holy spirit, you would have 
seen that the remarks, he has just now made, 
were wholly inapplicable. Ihave alluded again 
and again to the fact, that in some instances. 
the holy spirit is spoken of ag a person, by thas 
figure of speech called by rhetoricians personi- 
fication, just as wisdom is personified in the 8th 
I deny that the holy spirit of God 
is a distinct person, or has a distinct personali- 
ty, just as much asI deny that hig wisdom, or 
his word hag such personality ; but I have never 
denied, that the holy spirit, the word and the 
wisdom of God are sometimes personified. 
This is all the reply that I deem it necessary to 
make to what he has said on this point. You 
will see for yourselves what I have said hereto- 
fore, in the published Report of this discussion. 


My friend expresses sarprise, that I should 
have distributed so many copies of Séars on 
Regeneration among the families of my Church. 
He thinks it very inconsistent, unprincipled in 
me to have encouraged the reading of a book, » 
in which there are what I deem such false doc- 
trincs. Mr. Lee cannot have read the book, or 
his surprise would have abated. I grant there 
are some objectionable things in that hook, so 
objectionable that I hesitated some time whether 
to make the use of it, that [have done. But 
my doubt was overborne by the great amount 
of trath that I found in the book, most clearly 
and beautifully expressed. 


My opponent has really spoken, once or twice, 


jas if he had unmasked me, dragged me out of 
‘my hiding-place. 


Why, Sir, I have been as 
much above-board, and out-spoken, as a man 
could be, ever since I lived in this city. I have 
no opinions to conceal, I c&me not into this 
discussion to keep back any thing pertaining to. 
the subject; but to get as many of my thoughts 
out as could be uttered in the time allowed me, 
Tam anxious to let the community know all 
my sentiments and purposes, and to interest as 
many in them as I may be able te. 


The nature of the conception of Jesus Chuist,, 


, Whether natural or super-natural really bad 


nothing to do with the subject of this discussion, 
still I did not hesitate when called upon to give 
my belief upon that point. I gave it promptly 
on the spot ; and then on the following evening 


believed in the miraculous conception. I do 
not now, for the weight of evidence appears to 
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me to be against the fact. But if new proof|the Jews. They were versed in the knowledge 


should be brought forward in favor of it, I may 
‘be brought to believe it again; for I have no 
wish but toreceive the truth. If Mr. Sears does 


believe in the miraculous conception, that is no | 


reason why I should refuse the good there is in 
his book. A large proportion of Unitarians be- 


of the Hebrew Scriptures, but knew little and 
eared less for the philosophies of Greece, or of 
the oriental world. They received Jesus of 
Nazareth as the Christ or Messiah long expect- 
ed by their nation, because they were impressed 
by the divine wisdom that'came from his lips, 


lieve the same ; all the Arians of course believe|and were astonished at the wonderful works 


it, and ever have. Yet they have never seen 
and do not now see in that fact, any evidence 

_ of the deity of Christ ; for other men have been 
supernaturally born. 

Mr. Lee is very much troubled that I should 
distribute a book, in which there are some er- 
rors. Why, Sir, what book can he point me to, 
thatis wholly free trom them. The Bible itself 
has errors init. Not only are the headings of 
the chapters often misrepresentations of the 
contents ; and the divisions into chapters and 
verses so badly made as to obscure the sense ; 
but there are words, and passages if not chap- 
ters in it, that are spurious. Nor is this all, 
but the undoubted truths of the Copernican 
system of Astronomy, and of the science of Ge- 

. ology, are, or seem to be, contradicted. 

But notwithstanding these imperfections and 
errors, I believe the Bible contains more and 
higher truths on the most important of all sub- 

. jects, than any other book ; therefore I circulate 
it, and earnestly recommend the reading of it ; 
nay, more, the careful and thorough study of 
its pages. And I have not a doubt, that if the 
Bible were studied more and the creeds less, 
there would not be so much regard amongst 
men for the theologies of the churches, but a 
great deal more regard for the rgquirement of 
true Religion. 

Mr. Lee, last evening, not only called in 
question the authority, on which I intimated 
my belief, that the original history of the Gos- 
pel by Mathew contained no account of the 
miraculous conception of Jesus; but he at- 
tempted by certain quotations from the Apos- 
tolic Fathers, to lead you to suppose, that they 
and the primitive church held views of the 
nature of Christ, similar to his own, though he 
did not tell you, that even he cannot find, in 
the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, the 
slightest intimation of the Deity of the Holy 
Ghost. 

Tam so happy as to have in my library most 
of the authorities, to which my friend referred, 
and I shall therefore tell you what I have learnt 
from the same and other sources. 

The first disciples of Christ were from among 





that God did by him. Moreover they had be- 
come satisfied, that the Hebrew prophecies con- 
cerning the Messiah, properly understood, were 
fulfilled in Jesus, and that the kingdom he came 
to establish was not an earthly dominion as 
had been erroneously supposed, but the reign 
of truth, righteousness and love As was very 
natural, they retained their attachment to the 
religious ceremonies and holy times that had - 
been observed by their forefathers under Moses. 
To this the Apostles made no objections, ex- 
cepting when they attempted to enforce these 
things upon those, who were converted to Christ 
from among the Gentiles. 

These primitive disciples were called Ebion- 
ites and Nazarines, both of these names proba- 
bly given at first in contempt; the former 
meaning poor, low, unlearned persons; and 
the latter being derived from the obscure, des- 
pised village of Gallilee, where Jesus had always 
lived. There has been, and still is, some dis- 
pute amongst theologians whether the two 
names wefe given to the first Christians indis- 
criminately ; or whether they were differing 
sects. Some maintain that they were—others 
insist that the Nazarines were the older clags 
and believed in the miraculous conception of 
Jesus, though they had no theught of his being 
Jehovah incarnate, any more than other men 
who had been supernaturally born. And that 
the Ebionites degenerated from them into the 
disbelief of the miraculous conception, and 
withal became more strenuous for a pharisaic 
observance of the rites and ceremonies pre- 
scribed by Moses. This is the account of the 
matter given by their enemies. But it seems to 
me, that the historians do not bear them out in 
just such a statement of the facts. Mosheim, in 
his learned Commentaries on the History of , 
Christianity for the first Three Centuries, Vol. 
I. p. 401, allows “that at that early period the 
denomination of Ebionites was applied indis- 
criminately to all such Jews, as notwithstanding 
their conversion to Christianity, continued to 
observe the law of Moses.’”’ M. Gieseler’s’ Text 
Book to Ecclesiastical History,--a work very 
highly commended by the orthodox professors 
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‘at Andover, Princeton, and thé Baptist Theolo- 
gical Institution at Néwton,-—Gieseler, Vol. I. 
page 62, says “Ever since the council of the 
Apostles at Jerusalem, (Act xv.,) there had al- 
ways been a difference of opinion on the subject 
then discussed, which led at length to an entire 
Separation: some adhering to the views of the 
Apostles (Nazarines) whilst the other party 
maintained that the Christian converts were 
bound to observe the whole Mosaic law, and 
that Jesus was the Son of Joseph and Mary. 
These last were called Ebionites, which seems 
to have been originally aterm of derision ap- 
plied by the Jews 'T0 ALL CHRISTIANS ALIKE.” 

But what is more significant of the probable 
truth on this point is, that Husebius, the father 
of Heclesiastical History, who flourished about 
*the beginning of the fourth century, and was 
‘accounted the most learned man of his time,— 
Eusebius speaks only of the Ebionites, making 
no mention whatever of the Nazarines. 

‘These are properly called Hbionites by the 
ancients, as those who cherished low and mean 
opinions of Christ. For they considered him a 
plain and common man, and justified only by 
his advances in virtue ; ‘and that he was born 

_ of the Virgin. Mary, by natural generation. 
“With them the observance of the law, was alto- 
gether necessary, as if they. could not be saved, 
only by faithin Christ and a corresponding life. 
Others, however, besides these, but of the same 
“name, indeed avoided the absurdity of the opin- 
ions maintained by the former, not denying t that 
the Lord was born. of the , Virgin of the Holy 
Ghost, and yet in like manner, not acknowledg- 
ing! his . pre- -existence ; though he was God, the 
word and wisdom, they turned aside into the 
same irreligion, as with the former they evinced 
great zeal to observe the ritual service, of the 
wien ” Busebius p. 112. 


“The Ebionites,’”? says, Ireneus, ‘‘ make use 
of the gospel of Matthew,only.”, Jerome, who} ® 
died A. D. 430 wt 80, had;seen, this Gospel, and 
_translated it from Hebrew into Greek; and 
without giving his own opinion, says, that fait 
was by most persons called. the authentic Gos- 

opel of Matthewy,,Theodoret, (A.D. 460,) a 
Christian father and an ecclesiastical historian, 
says concerning both) kinds of Ebionites, that 
they, received, no ,other; Gospel. than. that, of 
Matthew. And they did not consider the two 
first.chapters.as belonging to the Gospel... Ep- 
iphanius, says, ‘‘the Gospel, ofthe Ebionites 
began, thus, “It came) to) pass, in the days of. 








But we have from Mosheim, one of the 
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Herod, king of Judea; in the time of Caiaphas, 
_the high priest, a person whose name was’ John 
came baptising with the’baptism of repentance 
in the river Jordan.” ‘This'is just where Mark 
and John éomménce their narrative. (The above 
facts are from Dr. ace History of Early 
Opjnions. ae 

The probability is, that none of the first 
Christians, called Hbionites or Nazarines, be- _ 
lieved in the miraculous conception. But that 


‘after a while a part of them, known from the 


others by the name of Nazarines, came to be- 
lieve this account of his birth. It was one ofa 
great many marvellous stories which, at that 
early age, were in circulation respecting the 
birth and childhood of Jesus. All the rest of 
them were laid aside as apocryphal, by the 
framers of the canon of the New Testament 
Scriptures; and are preserved in’a volume 
called the Apocryphal New Testament, of which 
here isacopy. The account of the miraculous 
conception was deemed by them no doubt au- 
thentic. It is well known however that, if the 
Nazarines did believe in our Saviour’ 8 super- 
natural birth, they did not believe in his As al 
or pre- -existence. 


What was the faith, the system ‘of nelief hela 
by the first Christians, is. pretty well known. 
It resembled very, nearly that which we still 
possess in’ what. is called the Apostles’ Creed, 
if indeed that creed did not originate with 
them. Little more of its history is known, than 
that it was the most ancient. Some eminent 
Trinitarian theologians have attempted to make 
it, appear, that the Nazarines’ belief respecting 
‘the nature of Christ was ‘similar to their own. 

ost 
learned, careful and candid. ‘of ecclesiastical 
historians, though himself orthodox, the follow- 
ing explicit acknowledgment: “ ‘None of all 
the proofs adduced from ancient authors can. 

said so far to establish the fact (that the . 
rines believed in the deity of Christ) as to 
leave no room for doubt. Manifest indeed. iti is 
that the Nazarines regarded our Blessed Lord 
as of.a higher and more exalted nature than, a 
mere man; and that they looked upon him as 
haying ‘te begotten ofa virgin by the omnip- 
ofent will of the Deity, and admitted him to. be 
in a certain sense, the Son of God, endowed 
with divine power. ; But whether they believed 
him to have had an existence prior to Mary, 
and that God and man were united in his per- 
son, admits .of yery considerable doubt. In 


LJ 
we 
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fact, the sense. of, all, the /passages that havecant in its bearing/upon the subject of this discuss 


been, hrought forward by men of erudition, with 
a view to) establish’ this, is very. uncertain and 
equivocal. On the contrary, there are some 
passages in. ancient) authors. which’ appear to 
furnish sufficient proof of the Nazarines haying 
denied the divinity of Christ.’ Mosheim’s'Com- 
mentaries Vol. L..p, 403. 


Dr. Priestley, of whom no one ‘will presume 
to speak contemptuously, unless it be one who 
is utterly ignorant of his researches into early 
ecclesiastical history, which were more exten- 
sive and profound than those of any other man 
of his day, certainly not excepting Dr. Horse- 
ley, if we may judge from their controvérsy,— 
Dr: Priestley shows, by an abundance of quota- 
tions from the Christian Fathers, that, at most, 
the doctrine of the pre-existence of Christ had 
not been preached before the’ writing of St. 
John’s Gospel. which was more than thirty-five, 
if not' more than forty-five years after the as- 
eension ;and consequently that before that time 
the great body ‘of the earliest Christians must 
have been Unitarians ; and there isino evidence 
that any of them’ were denounced as heretics, 
much less excommunicated ‘on that aecounti 
Hear also the testimony of Mosheim: 

‘“The Christian systemjias’ it was hitherto 
taught, preserved its native and beautifal sim- 
plicity, and was comprehended in a small num- 
ber of articles: ‘The public teachers ineulcated 


no other doctrines, than those that are con- 


tained in what is commonly called the Apostles’ 
Creed. And in thé method of illustrating them, 
al? vain subtilties, all mysterious researches, 
every thing that was beyond the reach of com- 
mon capacities, were’ carefully avoided. This 
will by no means appear’ surprising to those 
who consider; thaty;at this time, there was not 
the least controversy about those ‘capital-doc- 
trines of Christianity; which were afterwards so 
keenly debated: im,the church,,and who reflect, 
that the, bishops,of these, primitive;times were, 
for the: most part, plain, and illiterate men, 
remarkable rather for, their piety and zeal than 
for their learning and eloquence.’ 7 Mosheim’s 
History Vol. Bs page 183. 

‘Now itisa very significant fact, that ‘although 
the Nazarines were ee) no less than the 
Ebionites, or certainly did not believe inthe de- 
ity of Christ, they weré never classed as heretics 
by the most ancient ecclesiastici@writers. | In- 
deed ‘Hpiphanius/ who flourished near the end 
of the fourth century, is the first who gives them 
‘thatbad name, {This fact isall the more signifi- 


sion, because those who came to be distinguished 
from them under) the name of Ebionites, were 
condemned, because they would not admit. that 
any miraculous conceptions attended the birth 
of Jesus, but maintained that he was the Som 
of Joseph and Mary ; and because they insisted, 
that it was requisite for every one, who .would 
obtain favor with God, that, he should strictly 
obserye all the ceremonial, laws of Moses, The 
condemnation of the Ebionites was therefore, in 
effect, the approval of the Nazarines. 

Throughout the whole of. the first century, 
there appears to have been no idea started 
among the Christians, that bore any resemblance 
to that of the Deity of Christ, much less of @# 
trinity of persons in the Godhead. 

Ithink I have shown in the course of our 
disc ission that there is nothing in the canoni- 
cal-books of the New Testament, which would 
imply the Trinity, toa mind not already trained 
to believe thedoctrine. And of the apocryphal 
writings of the first hundred years after the 
death of Christ, those which were nearest to the 
age of the Apostles, and are of the highest au: 
thority have least in them, that favors the ins 
troduction of this cardinal error. 

The Apostles’ Creed, to which I have said 
referred, is exceedingly to. my purpose, on this 
point. From the fourth century downwards, 
for many, hundred, years, it was generally 
thought to have been composed’ by, the Apos- 
tles. This opinion I believe is generally aban- 
doned by the learned.,, (See, King’s History of 





the Apostles Creed, 4th, chap. p, 25.)) Still its 
great antiquity is not denied ; cannot be. doubt: 
ed; “‘or that it is a work of nearly. apostolic 
importance, Hear it.that. you may know what 
was the belief of the Primitive Church,» 

“T believe in God, the Father Almighty, 
maker of heaven and earth: and in Jesus Christ 
his only Son,our Lord, who was conceived ‘by 
the holy ghost (spirit) born of the virgin Mary, 
suffered under. Pontius Pilate, was crucified, 
dead and buried ; he descended into hell (the 
grave); the third day he rose again from the 
dead ; he ascended into. heaven, and sitteth on 
the right hand of God, the! Father Almighty : 
from thence he shall come to: judge the quick - 
and the dead. 

‘I believe in the Holy Ghost (spirit) ; the holy 
Catholic (general) Church ; the comu union of 
saints ; the forgiveness of iad the resurrecticn 


‘lof the rer and the life evetlahtireg! ‘Amen,?? 


_ Where is there im this creed, Sir; anny imita: 
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tion of a trinity of persons in the Godhead? 
Yet this was the formula of the Christian faith 
im most of the churches until in A. D. 325, it 
was supplanted by the Nicene Creed. 

Mr. Lee, last evening, quoted the writings of 
Clement and Polycarp; and I readily admit, 
that they are the two men of all others, belong- 
ing to the age immediately succeeding the 
Apostolic, whose writings may be relied upon, 
in forming our opinion concerning the doctrine 
in question. 

My friend, last evening, would have led you 
to suppose, by the quotations, which he made, 
that these two Christian fathers, believe Jesus 
Christ to be God in the same sense, that modern 
Trinitarians believe that doctrine. But I ex- 
pect to show you that the language of these 
Fathers agrees very much with that of the New 
Testament, clearly distinguishing God from his 
gon and servant Jesus Christ. They do not con- 
tain a sentence which ascribes supreme deity to 
our Saviour—much less one, that ascribes dis- 
tinct personality to the Holy Ghost. 

I must decline however to follow Mr. Lee 
through the Epistles of Ignatius. much more 
through the Visions of Hermas. For as it re- 
spects the first named, excellent as was the 
character and exalted the position of Ignatius, 
so much doubt hangs over his epistles, as to 
which of those that bear’ his name were really 
written by him ; and then of those that are sup- 
posed to have been his, they have beén so much 
interpolated, that we evnnot know, if we turn 
to his epistles, whether we are reading his words 
or not, Ineed only read to you what is said 
by Mosheim, to show you, that we should not 
attempt to settle any question abont the opin- 
ions of the primitive Christians, by an appeal 
to writings, over wnich there hangs so much 
doubt. 

“There are yet extant several epistles, at- 
tributed to him, concerning the authenticity of 
which there have been, however, tedious and 
warm disputes among the learned, which still 
subsist. Of these epistles, seven are said to 
have been written by this eminent imartyr} 
during his journey from Antioch to Rome : ; and 
these the most of learned men acknowledge to 
be genuine, ‘as they stand in the edition that 
was published in the last century, from a manu- 
seript in the Medicean library, The others are 
generally rejected as spurious. Ag to my own 
sentiments of this matter, though I am willing 
to adopt this opinion as preferable to any other, 
yet T cannot help looking upon the authenticity 
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of the Hpistle to Polycarp as extremely dubious, 
on account of the difference of style: and, in- 
deed, the whole question, relating to the epistles 
of St. Ignatius in general, seems to me to labor 
under much obscurity, and to be embarrassed 
with many difficulties.” Mosheim’s Ecclesiasti- 
cal History, Vol. I. 112. 

And as to the visions of Hermas; from which. 
Mr. Lee quoted several passages last evening, 
only hear, Sir, what Mosheim says ot him, and 
Iam sure you will not blame me for refusing 
to spend time in examining his pages. Com- 
ment, Vol. I. p. 209, ‘‘ There is such an admix- 
ture of folly and superstition with piety,—such 
a ridiculous association of the most egregious: 
nonsense with things momentous and useful, not 
only in the celestial visions, which constitute 
the substance of his first book, but also in the 
precepts and parables which are put into the 
mouth of the Angel in the two others,—as to 
render it a matter of astonishment, that men of 
learning should ever have thought of giving 
Hermas a place among the inspired writers, 
To me it appears clear, that he must have been 
either a wild, disordered fanatic, or else, as is 
more likely, a man who, by way of more’ readi-- 
ly drawing the attention of his brethren to cer- 
tain maxims and precepts, which he deémed. 


just and salutary, conceived himself to be war- 


ranted in pretending to have derived them from 
conversations with God and angels.” 


MR. LEE’S SECOND SPEECH. 


I will now resume my notice ofgMr. May’s 
review of the argument respecting the Holy 
Ghost. It is said: i 

‘But when the comforter is come whom, I 
will send unto you from the Father even the 
Spirit of truth, which fproceedeth from the 
Father.”"—John xv. 26. ‘ 

Christ here says he will send the comforter. 
Does Christ a mere man send God his creator ? 

My friend says that Christ is a mere man.. 
He also says that the Holy Ghost is God the: 
Father. Then does it follow that Christ sends. 
God the Father according to my friend’s argu-. 
ment. And this text is] made to mean that 
Jesus Christ a mere man sends God out from. 
himself. 

IV. His reply, that the Spirit of God does: 
not imply a personality, and that actions said 
to be performed by, the spirit of God do not 
imply a distinct personality any more than we 
imply a distinct personality when we tis of 
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the spirit of aman, is entirely fallacious—a 
mere sophism. | 

“Manis a compound being consisting of a 
body and a soul; and when we speak of. the 
' Spirit of.a man, the mind of a man &c., we 
have reference to this distinction. 

In.the very philosophy of language, when 
‘we speak of any thing or quality as of man, or 
of God, neither man nor God is or,can be meant 
as an entirety. The preposition “ of,” bas but 
two significations ; a principal sense which is, 
coming out of or proceeding from or subsisting 
by as the cause ; and a derivative sense deno- 
ting possession, as belonging to it. When we 
say the spirit of a man we mean, and are un- 
derstood to mean something possessed by the 
man, or belonging to the man. When we say 
the Spirit of God we do not mean that, nor 
ean the language of the Scriptures be construed 
fairly to mean any such thing. It expresses a 
relation, which involves a distinction between 
the relatives. 

V. His attempt to dispose of the pasiter on 
the score of figures of speech was gest fruit- 
less. 

He-talked of the hand of God, the finger of 
God; and‘he might have talked of the arm of 

_ These are figures of speech. But it is no 
figure of speech when it is said the Holy Ghost 
descended upon Christ. Or in this case. 

“Baptising them in the name of the Father, 
and. of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.” 
_.God has no hands fingers.and arms, in a lit- 
eral sens¢ ; ‘but he has a spirit, and there is a 
Holy Ghost that has more than a figurative 
existence, 

‘WII The small force that’ his reply appeared 
to'have depended upon a misrepresentation of 
my position, effected by a change of language. 
In.speaking of my personal distinction in the 
Godhead he constantly said ; distinct, or “ ‘per-|€ 
sonally distinct from God. 

“'Y used no'such language. 

“Mr. May said—May I ask what your distinc- 
tion is? 

‘My distinction is, a distinction of persons 7 
the Godhead, not distinct from God. Heseems 
to be incapable of reasoning at all on the sub- 
ject without confounding my personal distinc- 
tion inthe Godhead with a personal distinction 
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ofthe Holy Ghost from God, which is a crea- | 


|ture of his own brain ! 


VIII. His attempt to confound-my view = 
representing my arguments’ as making. five 
elements in the Godhead was trifling for a. man. 
of sense, Hears it. The Father Son, and 
Holy Ghost make three; and he. represented 
that the human body, and soul of Christ make 
two more ! 

Well now had he nothing else to say ? 

The human body and soul of Christ do not 
exist in the unity of the Godhead: The hu- 
wanity is united to the Logos, but not to the 
Father or the Holy Ghost. 

I have said nothing which implies any such 
thing. 

It was a chimera of his own, got up to al 
vert attention or something like that. ; 

‘VIII. His attempt to explain away the force 
of the texts I quoted was ineffectual. 

The above refutations and explanations leave 
his expositions of texts nothing to stand Upon, 
I will notice one or two or them. 

It may be observed that he finds it conveni- 
ent to notice only a part of my arguments and 
proof texts. 

In his attempted replies he has skipped about 
from to another. Whyisthis? Certain texts 
and certain arguments he seems to prefer noti- 
cing, far more than he does certain ‘other texts 
and arguments. 

The ezposition he gave of: the Baptismal 
scene described in Matt. iii. 16, 17, claims no- 
tice. 

He did not explain this. “He represented it 
as an absurdity to suppose that all three were 
God, as though T made three Gods. , 


Now while he denies the representation I 
gave as the true one, he does not attempt to 
tell you what the Holy Ghost was, that descend- 

ed like a dove. But I have proved to you by 
arguments he has not even attempted to answer, 
that Jesus Christ was God and that the Holy 
Ghost was God, thas there is three in the unity, 
of one Godhead. But he seems determined to 
misconceive my views and mistake my language. 

Matt. 41. “Then was Jesus led up of the 
Spirit.” ey 

He did not explain this and show that ‘it’ 
meant something else, but contradicted it. 
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©The point is that the Spirit’ led “him.” Mr. 
May denies that the Spirit led'him. 

And you will remember that he made great 
ado over this matter, as one who had ‘gained 
much spoil. To him the idea that Christ was 

led up “of the spirit” to be tempted of the 
Devil, was exceedingly horrible. Now the, 
question simply is this. “Was he led of the 
Spirit, or was he not? Mr. May says it can- 
not be. The Evangelist says he was. So’then 
Mr. May'says one thing and the Evangelist 
another. And justso he has: shown himself, 
ready to deny any thing that he cannot meet 
any other way. 

That it was really the Holy Ghost is plain 
trom Luke iv. 1-3. “ And Jesus being full of 
the Holy Ghost, returned from Jordan, and 
was led by the Spirit into the wilderness, Be- 
ing forty days tempted of the devil, And in 
those days he did eat nothing ; and when they 
were ended, he afterward hungered. And the 
devil said unto him, If thou be the Son of God, 
command this stone that it be made bread.” 

Perhaps Mr. May does not believe that there 
4s a devil, I have some doubts about, his, be- 
lieving it. ) 

He quoted from James i. 13...“ Let no man 
say when he is tempted, I am tempted of God: 
for God cannot be tempted with evil, neither 
tempteth he any man.” 

He reasoned as though the Holy Ghost or 
God was the tempter. 

His being led by the Spirit was not a temp- 
tation. The devil alone tempted him, not the 
Holy Ghost or God. 

tam entirely surprised that he saw not that 
distinction. For lack of proper discrimination 
his remarks amounted to nothing. 

J have now but a few minutes remaining. I 
will fill up the remainder by reading from Eu- 
sebius : 


“« As the mode of existence in Christ is two- 
fold, the one resembling the head of the body, 
indicating his divinity ; the other compared to 
the feet, by which he, for the sake of our salva- 
tion, assumed that nature which is subject to 
the same infirmities with ourselves : hence our 
account of the subsequent matter may be ren- 
dered complete and perfect, by commencing 
with the principal and most important points 
in his history. 

“For who but the Father hath thoroughly 
understood that Light which existed before 
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the world was—that intellectual‘ and substan- 
tial wisdom, and that living Word which in the: 
beginning was with the Father, before all crea- 
tion and any production .visible or_ inyisible,. 
the first and only offspring of God, the prince 
and leader of the spiritual and immortal host 
of heaven, the angel:of the mighty council, the: 
agent to.execute the Father’s secret. will, the 
maker of, all things with the Father, the sec- 
ond cause of the universe next -to the Father, 
the true and only Son of the Father, and the 
Lord and God and King of all created things, 
who has received power, and dominion with © 
divinity itself, and power and honor from. the 
Father. All this is evident from those more 
abstruse passages in reference to his divinity, 
“Jn the beginning was the word, and the word 
was with God, and the word was God.” ©‘ All- 
things were made by him, and. without him. 
nothing was made.” ‘This, too, we are taught 
by the great Moses, that most ancient of all” 
the prophets, when under the influence’ of the: 
divine Spirit, he. describes the creation and 
arrangement of all things, he also informs: us 
that the, Creator and maker of the universe 
yielded to Christ, and to none but to his divine 
and first .begotten word, the formation’ of all 
subordinate things, and communed with him 
respecting the. creation of man...“ For,” says. 
he, “ God said let us make man “according to 
our image and according to our likeness.” 

“Of Him, Moses obviously speaks as the 


\second after the Father, when he says, “The. 


Lord rained upon Sodom and Gomorrah brim-, 
stone and fire from the Lord.” Him alsoagain: 
appearing to Jacob in the form of man, the 
sacred Scriptures call by the name of God, 
saying to Jacob, “Thy name shall; no longer 
be called Jacob, but Israel shall be thy name, 
because thou hast prevailed with God.” 
Whence also Jacob called the name of that 
place the vision of God, saying, ‘I have ‘seen 
God face to face, and my soul has lived.’ 13 

“ He ‘appeared in a human body, in sub~ 
stance not differing from our own nature, at 
the commencement of the Roman empife ; per- 
formed and suffered such things as were to fol- 
fow,.according to prophecy‘ viz, that man and- 
God, the author of miraculous works, would 
dwell in the world, and would be exhibited to. 
all the nations as the teacher of that piety 
which the Father will approve. In these pro-” 
phecies, also, were foretold the extraordinary. 
fact of his birth, his new. doctrine, and his won- 
derful works ; as also the manner of his death, 
his resurrection from the dead, and finally hig 
divine return to the heavens. 

‘His power is an everlasting power, which, 
shall not pass away; and his kingdom shall 
not be destroyed. These passages can evident-. 
ly be referred to no one but to our Saviour, 
that God word which was in the beginning: 
with God; called the Son of God, by reason: 
of his final appearance in the flesh. 


s 
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“And not only Isaiah: but David also, ad- 
dressing him, says,‘ Thy~ throne, O God, is 
from everlasting to everlasting. A sceptre of 
righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. 
Thou hast loved righteousness and hated in- 
iquity. Therefore hath God, thy God, anoint- 
ed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fel- 
lows.’. In which words, he calls. him God. in 
the first verse; and in the second he ascribes 
to him the royal sceptie, and ‘thus proceeding 
after the divine and royal power,-in the third 
place, he represents him as Christ, anointed 
not by the oil of material substances, but by 
the divine oil of gladness. 

“Tn addition to all these, as the pre-existing 
word of God, coming into existence before all 
ages; and who has received the honors of wor- 
ship, he is also adored.as God; but what. is 
most remarkable, is the fact, that we who are 
consecrated to him, honor him not only with 
the voice and sound of words, but with all the 
affections of the mind; so that we prefer giy- 
ing a testimony to him, even to the preservation 
of our own lives.” 


Mr. May’s Seconp SPrecu. 


I wonder ifmy arguments appear as strange- 
ly, and seem as inconsistent end unmeaning 
when ¥ deliver them, as they do when they are 
reflected from Mr. Lee’s mind. Why, sir, I do} 
not know my/own bantlings. I can only aver | 
that I am not conscious of avoiding in my re- 
plies those parts of his arguments that have 
been particularly cogent, or those passages of 
scripture that have presented the greatest dif- 
ficulties for me to resolye. Until thelast' time 
L have been obliged to follow him as well as I 
could, and save as many as I have been able of 
his arguments and of his proof texts, in order 
to prepare my replies. AndI can only say, 
that I have endeayored to seize upon his strong 
posts, and by carrying them overthrow the 
whole. 


My friend recurs often to what he states as 
a fact, that I regard Jesus as a mere man.— 
But, sir, that happens not to be the fact. I re-! 
gard him as a man “ anointed by God,” a man 
to whom God gaye “his spirit not by meas- 
ure.” TI believe, too, that he was perfect in 
his character. Mr. Lee has allowed more than 
once, that all I have said of the proofs of the 
humanity of Jesus was true, and that he be- 
lieved him to be a man as much asIdid. The 
only dispute then between us, is, not about his 
being a man, but about the nature and extent 
of his union with God. 
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My friend would make light of what I said 
about the baptismal scene, and the temptation: 
of Jesus. Sir, if 1 know everwhen animpres- 
sion is made upon an audience, I know that an. 
impression was made upon many, who heard 
what I said upon each of those subjects. Ma- 
ny here felt with me, at least for the moment, | 
that the baptismal scene was a very unfortu- 
nate exhibition of the sort of union of the Fath- » 
er, Son and Spirit, for which my friend is here 
contending. é 

But Mr. Lee comes and sets aside all I said, 
by pronouncing it unmeaning or not pertinent, 
and passes sentence with so much assurance 
that for a moment I almost think he must be 
right; for how can a man be so confident if he 
is not surely right? 

Let me, however, ask you to look again at 
what I said about the temptation of Christ.—® 
Mr. Lee quoted the text Math. iv. 1. ‘‘Then 
was Jesus led up of the Spirit into the wilder-. 
ness to be tempted of the Devil’-—he quoted 
this to prove that the Holy Spirit must be a 
person, because here was a personal act said 
to have been done by him. My comment up- 
on that text was this, and I see not how he cam 
evade its force. If the Spirit here spoken of 
led up Jesus to be tempted of the Devil, he: 
could not have been the Holy Spirit or God. 
himself; because God tempteth no man, 

Mr. Lee. Well then, what do you under- 
stand by the temptation of Jesus? What spir-) 
it did lead him up to be tempted ? 

Mr. M. He was tempted like as we are.—= 
Every man is tempted, when heis led away by 
his own desires, or purposes. Sometimes he 
is carried too far by those, that are in them-; 
selyes good. This subject really has nothing: 
to do with the proposition we are discussing ; 
but I will say a few words more upon it, even 
if lam obliged to omit some things more to 
our present purpose. 

When Jesus found himself ordained, anoint- 
ed to do the work of the long expected Messiah, 
he was overwhelmed by the weight of the 
commission. His Spirit longed to be alone 
where he might hold undisturbed communion 
with himselfand his God, He sought the com- 
plete retirement of some lonely place in the 
wilderness country. ‘In his intentness upon 
his high purpose, he thought not of the wants 
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of his body; made no provision for them, ond 
went far away from the habitations of men| 


with nothing to supply them. He continued]. 


there, as I suppose, in meditation and prayer, 
forty days subsisting as far as he could upon 
the scanty feod that the wilderness afforded. 


Until at last he became exhausted by the in-|_ 


tense action of his spirit, and hungry for the 
food of his body. Then it was that the tempt- 
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from God. Christ theréfore was sent _ Ged, 
rand the Apostles by Christ.” , 
Ch. XX. 16. “Have we not all one “abe, 
and one Christ? Is not one spirit of grace 
poured out upon us all? iidire we not one 
calling in Christ ?” 

Polycarp flourished A.D. 108. He had wee 
a disciple of St. John, and appointed by him 
Bishop of the Church of Smyrna. No one will 


ations came to him to use his miraculous pow-|deny that he is a high authority on the point 


ers for the supply of his wants, and to escape 
the trials thatawaited him. And he cast them 
all behind him. But I have not time now to 
describe to you what I suppose those tempta- 
tions were. 


The idea which Mr. Lee seems to have of 
this occurrence is shocking to me. That the 
Holy Spirit, who was as he believes God him- 
self, should have led Jesus up. 

For the reasons, which I gave you, when I 
was last up, I shall pass by unnoticed all the 
quotations made by Mr. Lee from Ignatius and 
Hermas, and recall your attention only to the 
writings of Clement and Polycarp. 

Clement was probably a desciple of St. Pe 
ter and a Bishop of Rome. At one time he 
was had in such reverence, that his epistles to 
the Corinthians were introduced into the canon 
of the New Testament. I shall now quote 
from his Hpistle,—the same to which Mr. Lee 


referred, and show you that that early Father . 


did not believe the deity of Christ, and had not 
a thought of the distinct personality and diety 
of the Holy Spirit. 

Epistle Ch. 1. verse 1.—“The Church of God 
which is at Rome, to the Church of God which 
is at’ Corinth, elect, sanctified by the will of 
God, through Jesus Christ our Lord; grace and 
peace from the Almighty God, by Jesus Christ 
be multiplied unto you.” 


Ch. XI. 16. “Let us consider, beloved, how 
the Lord does continually show us, that there 
shall be a future resurrection, of which he has 
made our Lord Jesus Christ the first fruits 
raising him from the dead.” 


Ch. XIV. 1. “Wherefore, we being a part 
of the Holy one, let us do all those things that 
pertain unto holiness.” 


Ch, XIX, 1. “The Apostles have preached 
to us from our Lord Jesus Christ. 








Jesus Christ! 


in question. Hear a few quotations from his 
Epistle to the Philippians. 

Chap. I. 1. ‘Polycarp, and the presbyters 
that are with him, to the church of God which 
is at Philippi: mercy unto you and peace, from 
God Almighty, and the Lord Jesus Christ our 
Savior, be multiplied, (6 verse,) believing in 
him that raised up our Lord Jesus Christ from 
the dead, and hath givenhim glory, and a throne 
at his right hand.” 

Ineed quote no more from his Epistle for 
there is not an expression in it on this subject, 
that intimates any other idea of Christ than 


ihis subordination to the Father. 3 


The historian Neander has given an account 
of the Martyrdom of Polycarp. He was burnt 
at the stake. Before the fire was lighted—he 
prayed thus:—O Lord, almighty God ‘the’ 
Father ofthy beloved son Jesus Christ, through 
whom we have received a knowledge of thee! 
* thank thee that thou hast thought me 
worthy this day, and this hour; to share the 
cup of thy Christ, among the number of ‘thy 
witnesses.” —History page 66. 

The reproach of the cross impelled many ‘of 
the early Jewish Christians, to favor any thing 
that should show their Lord and master to have 
been a marvellous, supernatural being. One 
of the first heresies condemned by the apostles 
was that, which taught that Jesus Christ was a 
spirit, who had nota real body of flesh—and 
therefore did not actually (but only in appear- 
ance) suffer upon the cross. So, too, tales 


were told, and believed by many, of the won- 
’|derful, miraculous powers exercised by Jesus 


while yet a little child. Epithets—titles of 
great respect and dignity were beStowed upon 
him; but wherever the name of God is: given 
him, it is manifest from the connexion, that it 
is bestowed in a subordinate sense, as it had 
been customary among the Jews to uso it. 
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-The doctrine of the. Trinity. did not origi- 
nate with the Jews—nor with the Jewish 
christians. Their Christ was. divinely com- 
Mmissioned man of pre-eminent excellence as an 


individual; of supernatural gifts as Messiah.—. 


They had no thought about pre-existence, or 
Super-angelic nature. Asa whole, thoso ear- 
liest Christians had not begun to speculate— 
they knew nothing of metaphysics. The im- 
maculate conception even as we have seen 
many of them denied. Their faith seems to 
haye been simple and free from mysticism ; 
such as we still have it in what is called the 
Aposile’s Creed. 

I haye adduced these testimonies that you 
might be assured, that the Deity of our Savior 
was not believed by those who learnt Chris- 
tianity from his apostles and their immediate 
suecessors. Indeed it was not heard of until 
mystics from the Hast, and philosophers 
from the West, with the kindest intentions no 
doubt, consented to incorporate Christianity 
into their systems. 


‘The great mystery of Divine existence, as 
has’ been repeatedly demonstrated, if it be true, 
is not the great mystery of the Gospel. In the 
annals of Egyptian mythology we read of the 
unalterable union of Cneph, Phtha, and Neith. 
and the Hindoos, had.their Brahma, Vishnu 
and Siva—quite as incomprehensible trinities 
as that which has been ‘allowed to obscure the 
light and confound the wisdom of the christian 
world.” The great purpose of the Mosaic dis- 
pensation, developed and perfected as it wasin 
the Gospel of Christ was to establish in the 
hearts of men, the sublime doctrine of the per- 
fect unity of God, and the paternity—the fath- 
erly kindness—of his character. 

_ This great. avowed purpose of what the 
Christian world professes to revere as the di- 
vine reyelations recorded in our Bible, has been 
in-in.alarge measure thwarted, by the corrup- 
tions that were too-early engrafted upon the re- 
ligion of Christ from the philanthropic schools 
of Greece, Egypt and Asia. : 

“ At Alexandria in Egypt, about the time 
of our Savior, lived Philo Judzus—a deep 
scholar, in an age when deep scholarship was 
virtue—and a profound philosopher, after the 
fashion of that day, when every thinker wasa 
theorizer. Living in a city (at that time the 
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great centre of the commercial world) a city 
filled to overflowing with every form of rell- 
gion, whither each land sent its thought to be 
made up into something, useful, this man oc- 
cupied avery remarkable position,” . You 
may get a very good idea of the state of things 
in Alexandria, at the commencement of the 
Christian Era, from a recently published his- 
torical novel, entitled Hypatia, written by an 
English Episcopal Minister. In that empori- 
um of commerce and, philosophy, Philo lived. 
‘He had been a great studen. of the sacred 
books of the Jews—and with the writings of 
Plato, whose philosophy was at that time in 
the highest repute at Alexandria, he made 
himself intimately acquainted, and completely 
adopted the Grecian philosophers doctrines, 
unless, perhaps, his opinions were modified 
semewhat by the oriental theories respecting 
the nature of God, which then enjoyed no 
little repute in Alexandria. Philo, cither be- 
cause he did not .gufficiently understand the 
Jewish doctrines, or because he was not satis- 
fied with the literal sense of the Mosaic law, 
mingled Platonic doctrines with the teachings 
of the Hebrew law-giver and prophets.” 


Probably it was in the mind of Philo, more 
than any where else, that the doctrine of the 
Trinity was first conceived; although it was 
not fully developed until several centuries af- 
terwards. In the second century a number of 
Platonic philosophers became converts to the 
new faith, and were made Bishops, of the 
Christian Church, The first of these. whose 
opinions upon the subject in question can be 
aseertained, was Justin Martyr, who flourished 
A. D., 140, He taught that Christ was a God, 
though inferior to the Father; that he made 
all things, but that he did it at the will of the 
highest God. The following quotations from 
his writings will speak to this point more plainly 
than I can. In reference to the God of heaven, 
and that God who appeared on earth, he says 
(in his dialogues, page 413) “The former is 
the Lord of that Lord who was upon earth, 
being his Futher and God, the cause of his ex- 
istence, and of his being so powerful, and 
Lord and God.” He had already said on the 
252 page of the same volume, ‘‘I will endeavor 
to show, that he who appeared to Abraham, 
Jacob and Moses, and who is called God in 
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scripture, is different from the God who made 
all things—numerically different, but the same 
in will. For I say, that he never did any 
thing but what that God, who made all things, 

and above whom there is no God, willed that 
he should do and say.” See “‘ James Forrest’s 

account.” For want of time, I pass over the 
writings of Irenseus (A. D., 178,) Clement of 
Alexandria (A. D, 194) and Tertullian (A. D. 
200.) In each of them, although very high 
titles and exalted rank are ascribed to Christ, 
yet are there not only plain intimations, but 
plain declarations that they regarded him as 
’ God only in a subordinate sense. And I have 
room only for one quotation from Origen, who 
flourished in 230, and was perhaps the most 
distinguished theologian of his age. The prin- 
ciples of biblical interpretation which this 
Father taught, helped greatly to draw out from 
the Bible the’ doctrine, which calumniated in 
the mind of Athanasius, or of one who in the 
beginning of the 5th cdtury, wrote in his 
name. Yet Origen says, “ We maintain, that 
the Saviour and the Holy Spirit are as much or 
even more excelled by tax ratuer, than Christ 
and the Holy Spirit excel other things; and 
Christ though excelling such and such great 
things (as thrones, principalities and powers,) 
in essence and office, and power and godhead, 

is by no means to be compared with the 
Farner.” See Forrest’s Translation. 

Dr. Priestly in his history of Early Opinions, 
and in his history of the Corruptions of Chris- 
tianity ; Dr. Muencher, Professor of Theology 
at Marburg; and the Rev. Mr. Forrest of Ed- 
inburgh, (not to mention others) have shown 
(as clearly as the progress of any opinion can 
be shown) the growth and development of this 
doctrine of the Tri-une God, from certain 
ideas of the divine nature advanced by Plato, 
through the philosophy of Philo, and hens 
through a succession of Platohitaine Fathers of 
the Church, until it was stated, in all necessary 
detail, in the Athanasian creed, at the begin- 
ning of the 5th century. The history that 
we have of the controversies that agitated the 
ohurch through the 2d, 3d and 4th centuries, 
shows how sreneously this doctrine was op- 
posed, in the successive stages of its growth, 
by the unlearned. Christians, especially those 
who had once been Teri The historian 





Mosheim, acknowlédges that it is an old com- 
plaint, “ that the Fathers or teachers of the 
ancient church were too much inclined to the 


philosophy of Plato, and rashly confounded” 
what was taught by that philosopher with the: 


doctrines of Christ our Savior.” 

The very learned Cudworth, in his wet 
work on “The Intellectual System,” institutes 
a comparison between the forms, in which the 
doctrine of the Trinity was held by the hea- 
then Platonists on the one hand, and by the 
Christian Fathers on the other. “ Thus,” says 
he, “have we given a true and full account, 
how, according to Athanasins, the three divine 
hypostases are really but one God or Divinity. 
In all which doctrine of his there is nothing 
but what a true and genuine Platonist would 
readily subscribe to.” He further adds that 
the generality of the Christian Fathers before 
and after Nicene Council, represent the genu- 
ine Platonic Trinity as really the same thing 


with the Christian, or as approaching so near ~ 


to it, that they differed chiefly in circumstan- 
ces, or the manner of expression.” And he 
moreover tells us that Athanasius, in his de- 
bates with his Arian opposers would bid them 
go to school to the Platonists~” 

There has been .no more distinguished de- 
fender of the doctrine of the Trinity, than Dr. 


Horsely in his controversy with Dr. Priestley. 
In his 18th letter, I find the following passage: 


‘‘Tam very sensible that the Platonizers of the 
2d century were the orthodox of that age. I 


have not denied this, on the contrary, I have: 


endeavored to show that their Platonism brings: 
no imputation upon their orthodoxy.” — And. 
again he says: “It must be acknowledged 
that the first converts to Christianity, from the: 
Platonic school took advantage of the resem- 
blance between the evangelic and Platonic’ 
doctrine on the subject of the Godhead, to ap- 
ply the principles of their old philosophy to 
the explication and confirmatich of the articles 
of their faith. They defended it by arguments 
drawn from Platonic principles, and even pro- 
pounded it in Platonic language.” 

Even Neander, the author of the “ History 
of the Christian Religion and Church, during: 
the first three centuries,” which I beneved is in 
high favor with our arttioada! brethren; even 
Neander implies, that what are now italy 
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considered the pcg datitet of the church, were , 


not Aeveloped until controversies arose; and 
t en when the brains of men were seni 
by. the heat of controversy between the old 
opinions that had come to them from their 
former religions, and'the new opinions which 
they had embraced on coming into the Chris- 
tian church, in the heat of controversy these 
doctrines were thought out and’ introduced 
into the creeds of Christendom. This or some- 
thing very like this his translator appends, 
“Xs the impression which would generally be 
entertained by most of his readers.” See the 
translator's preface to the 2d volume. 

When Peter (Matt. xvi. 10) said to Jesus, 
“Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God,” 


THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 





131 


But that book contains three fundamental 
errors, according to his avowed theory. 

(1) It contains the doctrine of hereditary 
depravity, page 19, 41, 43. 

(2.) It contains the doctrine of the mirac- 
ulous conception, with an endorsement of those 
portions of the record which Mr. May pronown- 
ces a forgery. 

(3.) It contains the doctrine of the divinity 
of Ohrist, and asserts that doctrine as the only 
ground of the saving power of Christianity. 

These are all fundamental. 

2. Another excuse which he rendered for 
circulating such a book, was that the Bible 
itself contained errors. 

If the Bible contains: such fundamental. er- 


—our Savior replied, “as surely as thou art rors, it ought not to be ‘circulated. 


Peter” (which means a rock) ‘upon this rock” 


Why does he not ‘get out an edition of the 


this iendaments) truth, which thou, hast de-| Bible free from those parts which he pronoun- 


clared, 
_church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail 


“upon this rock I. will build my) ces forgeries ? 


But he referred ven to the headings of the 


against it.” This was the primitive doctrine of| Chapters. 


the gospel; no other doctrine than this was 
preached by the apostles, so far as we can 
learn from the Book of Acts. The Ethiopean 
Kunuch was baptized by Peter on declaring 
faith in this doctrine. 

For the first two or three centuries, the 
* Apostle’s Creed” was the creed of the church. 
In it there is not a syllable about the deity of 
Christ—or a Trinity in the Godhead. 

The Nicéné Creed, in which this doctrine is 
almost but not quite declared, was introduced 
into the church in the year 325, And the 
Athanasian Creed about a hundred years after- 
wards, or nearthe beginning of the 5th century. 
These creeds alone are sufficient to show what 
the doctrine of the Gospel of Jesus Christ was, 
and, what the doctrine of the church became 
under the influence of the Platonizing Fa- 
thers. 

TENTH EVENING MARCH 21. 
MR. LEE’S FIRST SPEECH. 
- There were a few things said on the last 
evening of our discussion to which I wish to 
call attention. 

I. Mr. May’s defense of his conduct in cir- 
culating a certain book is peculiar. - 

1. His excuse is that though it contains 


They are no part of the Bible. 

Mr. May is.the only person I ever heard ap- 
peal to them as proof of any thing. 

But this charge that the Bible contains er- 
rors, is a fearful matter, for until he tells us 
where the errors lie, which is true and which is 
false, the whole stands impeached. 

II. The historical argument demands a brief 
notice. 

1. His attack upon the eredibility of the 
history of those early times avails him nothing. 

He begun the argument from history. 

He has no other authorities to rely upon 
but those I have quoted. 

These are the only authority, and of course 
cannot be disproved except by their own con- 
tents. 

2. He has failed to quote one passage which 
contradicts any thing I have said, or the doc 
trine I advocate. But my quotations are ab- 
solutely inconsistent whith his views. 

He first quoted Eusebius as authority. I 
then quoted him in which he affirms the mirac- 
ulous conception, the divinity of Christ, and 
the union of God and man in Jesus Christ. 

Busebius was born A. D. 267, and died 339 
or 340. His history commences with the birth 


some errors, yet it contains more important|of Christ, and closes with the final victory 


truth. 


Constantine, which occurred 324. His is the 
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only entire history we have of that period, by 
any early writer, 


‘My friend asserted that the denial of the di- 
vinity of Christ was not maintained to bea 


“heresy: until the time of, Epiphanies, (about 
350.) 

This I will now prove to be an, entire mis- 
take. 


Eusebius says, Book IV. Chap. xxvi. “ Me- 


lito wrote a “ treatise on the Incarnate God.” 


He wrote about the middle of the second cen- 


tury. 
Again, Eusebius says, Book V. Chap. xviii. 
Page 213, 214, 


“Tn a work written by a certain one of these 
authors against the heresy of Artemon, which 
Paul.of Samosata again attempted to revive 
among us, there'is a narrative well adapted to 
the history we are now investigating. This 
writer, not long since, in refuting the heresy 
mentioned, which asserts that Christ is a mere 
man, since its leaders wish to boast as if it 
were the ancient doctrine, besides many other 


arguments that he adduces in refutation of 


their impious falsehood, he gives the following 
account : ‘ For they assert,’ says he, ‘ that all 
those primitive men and the apostles themselves, 
both received and taught these things as they 


are now taught by them, and that the truth of 
the gospel was presetved until the times of 


Victor, who was the thirteenth bishop of Rome 
and Peter. But that from his successor Zephy- 
rinus, the truth was mutilated. And perchance 


what they say might be.credible, were it not. 


that the holy Scriptures contradict them; and 
then, also, there are works of certain brethren 
older than Victor's times, which they wrote in 
defense of the truth, and against the heresies 
then prevailing, I speak of Justus and Mil- 
tiades, and Tatian and Clement, and many 
others, in all which the divinity of Christ is 


asserted. For who knows not the works of 


Trenzeus and Melito, and the rest, in ~which 
Christ is announced as Godand man?’ What- 
ever psalms and hymns were written by the 
brethren from the beginning, celebrate Christ 
the word of God, by asserting his divinity. 
How then could it happen, that since the doc- 
trine of the church has been proclaimed for so 
many years, that those until the times of Vic- 
tor, preached the gospel, after this manner? 
And ‘how are they so devoid of shame to ‘utter 
these falsehoods against Victor, well knowing 
that Victor excommunicated that currier Theo- 
dotus, the leader and father of this God-denying 
apostacy, as the first one that asserted Christ 
was a mere man. ~ For had Victor entertained 
the sentiments which ‘their impious doctrine 
promulgates, how could he have expelled Theo- 
dotus, the inventor of this heresy ?” 
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The precise date of Artemon I cannot state. 

Paul, of Samosata, is declared to have been 
deposed A. D. 269, Mosheim’s Commentary. — 

Victor was bishop of Rome about A.D. 194. 

He deposes Theodotus who is declared to 
have been the inventer of ,the heresy 126 years 
before Epiphanius. 

But did not the Ebionites exist before this 
date? ‘They did, but they separated from the 
body of Christians and refused to hold fellow- 
ship with them, because they did not keep the 
Law of Moses. They were not regarded as 
Christians, were but a very small fraction, and 
soon ceased to exist. 

Mosheim’s Commeutary, Vol. I. Page 220. 

A beautiful allusion to this fact is found in 
the book Mr. May has so industriously circula- 


ted among his people. 

“ And it is quite as remarkable, that no sect 
or body of men that has received Christianity’ 
only as an abstract system of faith and morals, 
and its Founder only as an historical person, 
leaving out the living Christ as the ever-present 
medium of the Divine energy, has ever worn 
for itself a place in history, as one of the great 
motive forces of human progress. Such sects 
have only a feeble and transitory existence.” 

I will now close the historical argument by 
remarking :, a aats 

1. The denial of the doctrine of the divinity 
of Christ is referred to in early history only as 


a heresy. It:is never spoken of by any early 


‘writer as the doctrine of the Church, rj 


2. It-is not and never was the *doctrine of: 


the Church in any age. 


3. Those who have advocated it have always: 
been and still are a mere fraction. At this 
hour Unitarians in this country are a fraction: 
of less than one to thirty, 


III. His, exposition of; the temptation of 
Christ, demands a brief notice. 


He maintains that the Saviour was not temp- 
ted of the Devil. is 

The gospel says he was, 

He was tempted, for Paul affirms he “ was 
tempted in all points like as we are, yet with- 
out sin.” —Heb. iy. 15. : 

But Mr. May says the temptation arose. 
from the suggestions of his own mind. me 

Then he had the devil within him. 

But the text will admit of no such explana- 
tion, "i 

If there is any such being as a devil, he must 


@ 
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have been concerned in the temptation of 
Christ, the account is so plain, direct and pos- 
itive. Matthew says he was tempted of the 
Devil, Mark says he was tempted of. Satan, 
and Luke says it was the Devil. 

Mr. May quoted as an explanation— 

“ Kvery man is tempted, when he is drawn 
away by Lis own lust, and enticed.”—-Jamesi. I4. 
» Was Christ tempted by being drawn away 
by_his own lusts ? 

This certainly is less to his credit than to 
suppose the devil tempted him. 

But my theory is, that it was necessary that 
he should be tempted by the devil, and over- 
come, to make the captain of our salvation 
perfect, and for this I have high authority. 

-« Wherefore in all things it behoved him to 
‘be made like unto Ais brethren, that he might 
be a merciful and faithful high priest in things 
pertaining to God, to make reconciliation for 
the sins of the people. For in that he himself 

hath suffered, being tempted, he is able to suc- 
"cor them that are tempted.” —Heb. ii. 17, 18. 

{ will at this point leave my friend to fight 
his battle with the words of inspiration. 

I will now occupy the few moments remain- 
ing, with some remarks on the doctrine of the 
atonement. The occasion for special attention 
to this theme grows out of the fact that the 
‘doctrine of the Atonement is generally denied 
by Unitarians. For, denying the Divinity of 
Christ, they see that there can be no such thing 
as an atonément for sin by a mere man; and 
they are driven by a logical necessity to deny 
that there is any such Atonement for sin. 

I shall first present and comment upon a few 
texts which will give usa eorrect idea of the 
atonement. 

“ Being justified freely by his grace, through 
the redemption that is in Jesus Christ : Whom 
God hath set forth to be a propitiation through 
faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness 
for the remission of sins that are past, through 
the forbearance of God; To declare, I say, at 
this time, his righteousness : that he might be 
just, and the justifier of him whieh believeth 
in Jesus.” 

“Redemption”—Greek, apolutrosis, from ap- 
oluo,to dismiss. ‘ Ransom, release, deliver- 
ance from captivity, redemption from the thral- 
dom of sin—Groves Greek and Eng. Dic. 








‘pages, that I dislike. 
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“A deliverance procured by the payment. of 
a ransom.” — Greenfield. 

“Propitiation”—Greek, halasteerion. ‘ Pro- 
pitiation, atonement, expiation.”— Grove. 


“One who makes expiration, a propitiator, 
or propitiatory sacrifice.” —Greenfield. 

The facts are set forth in the text, that 

1. We have redemption by Christ who is 
our propitiation, that is, the expiatory sacrifice 
by which God is rendered propitious. 

2. By. virtue of this, God can be just! and 
the justifier of such as believe in Jesus. 

To justify, is to pardon our sins, as it was 
for the remission of sins that are past, that 
Christ became our propitiation. 

3. It is implied that without this offering 
on the part of Christ, God could not be just 
and justify sinners. 

“ And if any man sin, we have an advocate 
with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous : 
And he is the propitiation for our sing: and 
not for ours only, but also for the sins of the 
whole world.’’--1 John 1, 2. 


Mr. May’s First Sprecs, 


As we have agreed to close this discussion 
in one evening after this, there will be scarcely 
time enough for me to say what I ought on 
several topics that I have not yet touched 
upon. I must therefore wholly omit much 


more that I intended to say on subjects al- 


ready considered. Nor can I spend any time 
in answering several things that have just now 
fallen from my opponent. 
Mr. Lee will have it, and he has taken no 
little pains to make you believe that I pay no 
respect to the Bible ; that I reject its authority, 
and fling-away whatever I meet with on its 
Itis useless to repeat 
what I have said. If at no very distant day 
my friend will furnish the opponent he has 
promised me, I will endeavor to show him and 
our audiences, what was the origin, what the 
true use of our sacred scriptures. He abuses 
them as much, who makes them responsible 
for false doctrines that they were never intended 


| to teach ; as he does, who rejects what they 


may declare to be true. 

. Mr. Lee has this evening brought up again 
Matt. iv. 1. He first quoted it to prove that 
the Holy Spirit must be a person for he was 
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here said to have performed the personal act 
of leading Jesus up into the wilderness to be 
tempted of the devil. Lreplied that was not 
an act which the Holy Spirit would or could 
do. It would be to make himself as bad as 
the tempter. A very wt ela latin adage i is 
“facit per alium fact per se.” 

Now, sir, I say again once for all, this pas- 
sage is a iaibae unfurtunate one for Mr. Lee’s 
proposition every way. If the spizit here 
spoken of really led Jesus up to be tempted 
of the devil, he could ‘pie have been God, “for 
God tempteth no man.” And if J ests. Was 
really tempted, of which there’ can be no 
doubt, then he was not God, “ for God cannot 
be tempted of evil.” “There I leave all I have 
to say on this text, in a nut shell, 

There is not time for me here, to explain to 
my brother what I suppose the tempta-|i 
tion of ‘our’ Savior to’ have ‘been. If 
there are any here who desire to understand 
‘my views of that inatter, I now give’ notice 
that next Sunday evening I will repeat from 
my own pulpit, a discourse on, the temptation 
of Jesus, that I preached to *, church some 
time ago. 


IT know not how to. account for the course 
Mr. Lee took in his argument the other eye- 
ning, upon the Trinity‘ unless he found, as I 
forewarned him. he would find it, harder eyen 
to prove that three Gods are one God, or, that, 
three persons of infinite power, and perfect 
wisdom are but one person, than to prove that 
there are three such beings. There is some 


evidence of the ,existence of more Gods than. 


one ; and the majority of mankind, in all ages, 
have believed in a, plurality, cof deities, But 
‘the amazing proposition, which my friend has 
undertaken to maintain, is, .that ,three such! 
beings are but one being. - I ts never denied, 
here or elsewhere, that there is a Father, a 
Son, and a Holy. Spirit. Nor haye I denied 
that, ina certain sense, they, are one... ‘They 
are one in purpose. They,,.co-operate, mm the 
redemption of man, which is the subjeet mat- 
ter of the gospel. But my, friend undertook 
to prove that they are one in substance, powe 
and eternity; and that altogether, they consti- 
tute but one God. For six or seyen evenings 
all his direct arguments.were intended. ,to 
prove first, that Jesus Christ bore all the, titles, 


that the Holy Ghost. is God; 
cooly added, it follow s that the Father, Son 
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and possessed all the attributes, performed, all 
the works, and received all the worship as- 
‘cribed to the Father ; so that, a as, I remarked, 
if the Father should. cease to be, ‘he wou d not 
be missed; secondly, that the Holy Ghost. bore 
all the isles, possessed of all the attributes 
and performed all the, work ascribed ‘to the 
Father and the Son; so that if they ‘should 
both cease, to be, fs es would not be ‘missed. 
Well, sir, if dase arguments had established 
what they, were intended to prove (which, Tail 
along denied) then it remained for him, in order 
to maintain his proposition, to make it: appear 
beyond a question, that the three. persons 
named Father, Son, and Holy ‘Ghost—each of 
them possessing almighty power, and perfect 
wisdom, are not three persons, but one per- 
son, are not three Gods, but one God. Thi 
is manifestly an essential part of, his doctrine, 
But what, sir, did he do when, he came to it? 
Why he attempted by a sort of Jogical leger- 
demain, to put it wholly out of sight, and put 
something else in its stead. I beg you to my 
attentively that you may see how adroitly 
was done, or rather I should say, ic he 
be done. 

He said, Ist., ‘that he and Mr. May a Ses 
agreed that there | is but one ‘God; 2d, said he 
it has been proved that the ‘Son-or “Word i is 
God; and 3d, he asserted, it has been proy 

therefore, © a 


d 
Holy Ghost exist i in the unity. of ‘the coats 
because we have agreed that there i Is but one 
God; and then w ent on uotin texts, ‘which 
if shor proved anything, to his ‘purpose, proved 
that there, were ‘three per sons, sustaining some 
relation to each other—but. by no means, “that 


the three are one—that they exist.in the, — 


Godhead ; which Was. . the very, nee Bae 
bent upon him to prove. 

I by no means say, that my ‘friend Was con- 
scious of any logical, trick or unfairness j in all 


this—or that he committed the mistake So futal 


to his argument, called by logicians: * petitio 
principi”— or begging the question. "Men 
who have. trained their intellects to believe, 
that three are one, and one is three, may. make 
such a mistake as fhe “unconsciously. But. I 
must call Mr, Lee back’ to perform t he hardest 
part of the. task he" has undertaken, ¢ or else e 
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vacknowledge he jcannot do it. , He stated that 
point very clearly, ii,.the opening of his ar- 
gument on the Trinity, but lost, sight of it im- 

-mediately. Let.me then give: him back his 
@wn words, that he may see in'them the im- 
possibility of proving what he undertook i in 
this discussion to maintain. 

‘eTrue,as he says—“he and I are agreed 
that there is but one God, and that the person 
called the, Father is God, in the jullest. and 
highest sense.” Mark this, sir, as declared by 
Mr. Lee himself, he. has agreed with me and 
I with him, that“ there is but one God,and 
that the person called the Father, is God in 
the fullesé and highest sense: Now sir, this 
presents plainly to my opponent the very point 
he should haye met, and whieh he must not 
evade.’ If, as he allows, “ The Father is God 
in the fullest and highest sense,” then certainly, 

‘L insist, if there be any meaning in words— 
any sense in comparisons, no other persons 
ean be Gods excepting ina lower sense; and 
I have admitted all along, with St. Paul, that 
in a lower sense there may be Gods many and 
Lords many; but in the highestsense, on y 
one God, THE FATHER. ) 

_ »Ttcannot justly be required. of me, sir, to 
Spend any of the precious time, that remains 
tome in this discussion, in examining the texts, 
which Mr. Lee.brought forward to sustain the 
position he saw fit to take under this head; for 

‘if he will look at it again, he will. see that his 
‘position was aside from the line of argument 


he was bound to pursue—and therefore, all his] 


labor, under that head, was:spent for naught. 
If his argument, from the plural form of the 
Hebrew word,in Gen..i 26,. translated,God, 
proves anything ‘to his purpose, (which in 
best trinitarian, hebrew scholars deny) 
proves that there were several Gods engaged 
in the ereation ,of, man; not that there are 
. Several persons: inthe .one person, whom we 
call God, 

_And again, if it be true, that there be in the 
Godhead such a three-fold personality, (or ra- 
ther I should say such a composition of three 
Gods as.to make only one), then must there be 


in. man, the same, complication of persons ; for 


in the next verse we are told that, what in the}: 


26th verse the Elohim) proposed, to, do,, they 
actually. did,\i/ e. created;man in. their, own 


|Father speaking from heayen.” 
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image. My opponent’s fiiend and helper, Mr. 
Sears, agrees with me perfectly on this point, 
He says in the book Mr. Lee read from the 
other evening, page 68, “If there be.a trinity 
in God, there would also be a trinity in man; 
that likeness which a pencil of rays out of 
his own nature has made of itself and projected 
intotime. And just so far as.it fails of reali- 
zation in the likeness. and the copy, will the 
words that describe it be words, and nothing 
more.” Mr. Sears had said just before, ‘Man 
is created in the image of God, and so in man 
the creator has abridged and copied out-his 
own attributes. Wereit not so, we could have 
no communion with the Eternal Father, any 
more than the beasts of the field or the clods 
of the valley.” 

The other texts which Mr. Lee quoted, 
Isa. vi, 1, 2, 3, 8, rp 16,, xlviii. 16, 17, 18, 
and Pinpeai ii. , 6, 7, do not assert,éim- 
ply, or in any ee ee to prove that the three 


beings, or persons spoken of in them are one_ 


being or person, which is the only thing Mr. 
Lee had got to, prove. They all lead to the 
opposite belief. 
Mr. Leenéxt summons us again to the hap- 
tismal scene, Matt.iii. 16. Here he says, ‘‘we 
haveu clear view of the three persons in the 
Godhead—the Son coming up fromthe water, 
the Holy Ghost alightnng upon him, and the 
I grant we 
haye a very clear view of three persons in this 
scene, (if the spirit may for the moment be 
considered a person ;) so. clearly indeed do we 
diseover three here, that it is all the more dif- 
ficult, after this presentation of them, to con- 
ceive how they can be. numerically or iterally 
one, or one in any other sense, than in the in- 
t| terest they unitedly took, in the redemption of 
the world, for which Teeue was just then an- 
nointed., Certainly there is nota syllable in 
the whole account, that declares or intimates 
any such unity as my brother contends for. ” 
He next calls our attention to Matt. xxviii, 
19, a passage that Mr. Lee has several times 
brought,forward in this discussion. I mizht 
here also content myself with saying, that the 
text.is good for proving that there is a Father, 
a Son, and a Holy Spirit, which Inever denied ; 
but it says not-a syllable about the three being 
one God, It does not intimate that they are 
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persons co-existent in the Godhead. My friends 
comments upon the prssage more than inti- 
mate, they declare that such is the tri-unity of 
God. But his words are no part of the sacred 
text. I will therefore respectfully lay them 
aside, and give you mine in their stead. 

Let me ask you to observe, that is in the 
the very verse before, that Jesus said, “ a 
power is given me me in heaven and in earth. 

He was not then the original source of power. 
Another higher and mightier than himself had 
bestowed upon him, all that he possessed. God 
gives to all, but receives nothing from any ex- 

cept acknowledgments of the gifts he has be- 
* stowed. As Jesus received his power, he must 
have been indebted to the giver for it, and ac- 
countable for its use. By the holy ghost, as 
here used, must have been meant the divine 
power manifested in his apostles, as well as in 
Christ himself. by which influence and aid the 
Gospel then was to be, and since has been, 
propagated and supported. ° ‘Go yetherefore” 
I understand the meaning of onr Lord’s injunc- 
tion to be—“ Go ye therefore and teach all na- 
tions” the Gospel I have lived to declare, and 
have died—and risen again to confirm ; “‘bap- 
tizing them in the name of the Father,” from 
whom cometh every good and perfect gift; 
“and of the son” through whom this best gift 
has been bestowed upon mankind, “and ofthe 
holy spirit” by which its influence is felt, and 
shall be more and more disseminated amongst 
men. 

For want of time, I pass over his feibation 
from Jude 20. 21. the true meaning of which 


will be at once seen by those who may accept}. 


the exposition of the text I have just given; 
and of the one I am now to give. This is the 
last that Mr. Lee quoted the other evening. 

2 Cor, XIII. 14. ‘The grace of the Lord Je- 
sus Christ, and the love of God, and the com- 
munion of the holy spirit be with you all.”— 
How often haye I pronounced this benediction 
upon the church, to which I minister, without 
a thought of the strange, incomprehensible 
doctrine, which my friend has invoked it to 
prove. In stead of that inexplicable mystery, 
which for ages has perplexed the minds of men, 
and convulsed the church,—when I pronounce 
these beautiful words, I express the hope that 
those, who have been. my hearers, may enjoy 








DISCUSSION OF THE i les OF THE TRINITY. 


the favor of Jesus Christ, the benefit of the 
instructions of that great'Teacher of God and 
godliness. I express the hope, that they may 
know the Father, whom {o know is life eternal; 
and be loved by the Father as his dear chil- 
dren; and I express the hope, that the holy 
spirit that cometh from God, may so quicken 
the spirit in them, that they may be brought 
»/into communion, unity, at-one-ment with the 
dear Father in heaven, and his dearly beloved 
son, their elder brother. 

Here I have gived you a plain intimation of 
that unity which subsists between God and 
Christ—that unity, into which, Christ lived and . 
died to persuade us all to enter. This is the 
trinity I believe in; God, Christ, and the Spirit 
that isin man. <A trinity that would become 
a unity all the sooner, if the churches would 
uphold, and the ministers would teach religion, 
rather than their theologies—Religion! that 
deep sense of dependence upon, and accounta- 
bility to the Father, which alone can support 
and cheer us amid the trials and temptation of 
life; and arouse and impel us to the strictest fi- 
delity to God—the true, the right, and the good 
under all circumstances, in all relations: Reli- 
gion! that strong faith in God as the Father, 
the impartial Father of all, that shall bring us 
to regard and respect the rights of all men. as 
his children, snd our brethren. This is the're- 
ligion which Jesus taught—the religion thatis 
to redeem and bless the world; the religion 
alas! which has so often been set aside in the 
churches to give place to the doctrines and 
commandments of men. 


‘Thomas Jefferson, tha author of the Decla- 
ration of Independence says, in one of his let- 
ters to the venerable John Adams—‘“ Had the 
doctrines of Jesus been preached always as 
they came from his lips, the whole civilized 
world would now have been christian. I re- 
joice that in this blessed country of free inqui- 
ry and belief, which has surrendered its creed 
and conscience to neither kings nor priests, the 
genuine doctrine of one only God is reviving. ’” 
p. 365. 

Again he says in a letter to James Smith— 
“Tn fact, the Athanasian paradox, thatone is 
three, and three but one, is so incomprehensi- 
ble to the human mind, thatno candid man can 
say he has any idea of it; and how can he be- 
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lieve what presents no idea? He, who thinks 
he does, only deceives himself.”—Letters, page 
360. ; 

Mr. Chairman, allow me to mention as a very 
pertinent fact, in confirmation of this. last re- 
mark of President Jefferson’s, that the three 
mightiest minds of England in the 17th Centu- 


ry, after profound and long continued study of 


the Bible, renounced this dogma of the Trinity, 
as unscriptural no less than irrational—lI allude 
Sir—to Milton. Locke, and Newton—one, the 


greatest poet ; the second, the greatest meta~| 


. physician; the third, the greatest mathemati- 
cian of his age—and each of them as great in 
his own department as any that ever lived. 

Sir, I wish my friend, here, would tell me 
before we close this discussion, whether he 
really believes this doctrine of the Trinity, in 
any intelligible sense ; in any sense capable of 
being illustrated by any thing in the universe 
of matter or of mind. For, Sir, if there be 
nothing in us, or without us, perceptible to us, 
or conceivable by us, in which he can image to 
his mind and to mine this doctrine of the 
triune God, then must faith in it be in his case, 
as it doubtless is, in the cases of thousands 
more, the mere assent of the mind to an unin- 
telligible and profitless proposition, an assent, 
demanded by the authority of the churches, 
and feebly supported perhaps by a kind of evi- 
dence wrung from the Bible, by the peculiar 
method of examining that witness, which the 
advocates of this Incomprehensibility have seen 
fit % adopt. i Se 

Let not my brother tell me again, that this 
doctrine pertains to the nature of God, which 
onr finite minds cannot fathom, cannot com- 
prehend, cannotfind out to perfection. I grant 
all that of course. But I say in reply—why 
then do you come to me with a proposition, 
which you insist does declare themode of God’s 
existence? You donot give me this statement 
in the words of Jesus, or of his apostles, or of 
Moses or the prophets. You have no higher 
authority for this doctrine than Saint Athana- 
nies, or some other platonizing father who lived 
in the 4th or 5th Century of the Christian Era. 
If you can show me that God has by any of his 
messengers, announced this doctrine to the 
world, as a sublime mystery, not to be under- 
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| Stood, but yet to be adored as a truth, I shall 
submit—but when Mi."Lee or the writers of 
| the 39 Articles of the Episcopal Church, or of 
ithe Presbyterian Confession of Faith, come to 
‘me with this dogma, couched in language more 
or less offeusive, and demand that I shall be- 
lieve it, or be regarded by them as an: infidel, 
1 certainlyymay say what do you méan by it? 


‘signification of your own words?. -If they can- 
not explain their own proposition ; then I shall 
tell them “‘ they themselves know not whereof 
they affirm” and certainly I cannot expound the 
meaning of such a proposition for them syand 


it means, before I can tell them whether I be- 
lieve it or no—whether the Bible teaches it or 
no, As it now appears it is utterly inconsist- 
ent, self contradictory and absurd. Three in- 
finite, eternal persons in one—three Gods in 
one! what can be more impossible? What 
more self contradictory ? 


But my brother has come here, with the Bi- 
ble, and claims that he has proved from its tes- 
timony, Ist, that Jesus of Nazareth was aman, 
having a human nature, with “all the essential 
properties and common infirmities thereof” 
which no body will deny—and 2d, that that 
same being or person was and is the, almighty, 
unchangeable, perfect God. Well, I promptly 
reply, that is as plain a contradiction as you 
can propose to my understanding. Ah! he 
rejoins it is taught in the Bible, and so you 
ought to believe it. ‘“‘I grant” says Mr. Lee, 
“that all the facts of his history, show that he 
was a man—but the words of the Bible teach 
me that he was also God: so I believe he was 
both in one.” Before I yield to this kind of 
reasoning let me test it, in application to one 
or two other cases. The Bible teaches, all its 
language on the subject would lead us to be- 
lieve, that the earth is a vast immovable, or sta- 
tionary body, and that thesun, moon and stars 
rise in the east and roll over it to the west.— 
Such is the daily and nightly declaration to our 
senses, and such was evidently the belief of the 
prophets, and the Savior and his apostles—and 
such is the meaning of what they said in refer- 
ence to this matter. But the science of astron- 
omers, since the Bible was written, has proyed 
beyond a question, that the Sun is the center 





What intelligible idea do you give me of the 


so must wait until they haverfound out what ° 
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of a system of worlds to which the earth be-, 
longs, and that the earth not only turns upon 
its. axis but revolves around the sun. Now, 
friend Lee undoubtedly believes this as much 
as Ido. But what will he do with the scrip-, 
ture testimony on this point? The same defer- 
ence he shows to the letter of the Bible in the) 
other case, should lead him to believe both, viz : | 
that the sun revolves around the earth, and | 
the earth around-the sun at the same time.— | 
But this is an impossibility, and so he cannot 
believe both. He must reject one doctrine or | 
the other. If he decides, as he must decide in 
fayor of the doctrine of Copernicus ; then shall 
I tell him thatethe doctrine of two natures in 
Christ is more incongistent and self contradic- 
tory, than would be the doctrine that the sun 
turns round the earth and the earth round the 
sun at the same time. And that the addition 
of a third person to his Godhead only increases 
the difficulty, as much as it would in the other 
oase to introduce another planet to revolve 
around the earth at the same time that they 
are each revolving around it, and around each 
other. 


MR. LEE’S SECOND SPEECH. 

I shall devote my remarks mainly to an ex- 
amination of Mr. May’s reply to my arguments. 
He says that Unitarians believe in hereditary 
depravity. Now, as he believes in a human Sa- 
viour, his Saviour is a depraved man. 

Mr. May—That does not follow. 

Mr. Lee—Then you don’t believe in heredita- 
ry depravity. 

Mr. May—No! no! You dont’ understand 
Unitarianism. : 

Mr. Lee—Ah! That may be! 





He also says that Unitarians believe in the 
divinity of Christ, but not in his deity, in refer- 
ence to a quotation I made from Mr. Sears’ 
book. Now I will read that again: 


“St, John asserts the same truth in descri- 
bing the Divine Word made flesh, that is, 
brought down into the conditions of mortal 
existence and clothed in human form. He is 
asserting the ground of Christ’s plenary an- 
thority and wisdom, and this he does by deseri- 
bing these fleshly surroundings as enfolding the 
Divine wisdom, life within life,—the: infinite 
become visible in the finite, not by being super- 
induced upon Christ by special gift, but by form- 
ng the inmost principle of his natural being. 
Nothing less than this satisfies the record of 
the supernatural conception by Matthew, or of 
the Divine incarnation by John. . 
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We do not stop at what is mortal and finite in 
the fact of the Divine incarnation ; we do not 
even see the finite, but look through it as we 
look through glass to see the sun; and then 
the Divine nature unveils itself to our longing 
vision, and out of Jesus Christ comes the un- 
clouded blaze of the Godhead !” 

In respect to the temptation of Christ, Mr. 
May has said that I introduced it. But this is 
amistake. JI only quoted the text that speaks 
of Christ being led up of the spirit to be tempt- 
ed of the Devil, to show that the acts attributed 
to the Holy Spirit were such as a person only 
can perform. Mr. May denied that the Spirit 
did any such thing. That brought up the issue. 
Now the war is between him and the Scriptures. 
They declare that Christ was led up of the Spir- 
it to be tempted of the Devil. Mr. May says 
it was not so—that his temptation was by his 
own evil thoughts. The evangelist says, more- 
over, that he was full of the Holy Ghost. Now, 
if he was full of the Holy Ghost, how could he 
be possessed to any extent with evil, or so as to 
be tempted by it? The sum of the matter is, 
that Mr. May has arrayed himself against the 
Scriptures. And he has no hesitancy in array- 
ing himself against the record, when it does not 
suit his purpose. And indeed, he is ready to 
discuss that question, as he tells you himself. 

I now resume the remarks I was offering on 
the Redemption of man by the propitiation 
through Christ. 

Propitiation—the Greek word is. hilasmos, 
from hilao—to propitiate: “A  propitiation, 
atonement, reconciliation, a sacrifice, sin-offer- 
ing.”—— Grove. 

‘“ Propitiation : expiation, one who makgs ex- 
piation, propitiatory sacrifice.” Greenfield. 

In 1 John i. 2, he is presented, not only as our 
propitiation, but also as our advocate with the 
Father. Christ is our intercessor at the throne of 
God, by whom and through whom alone we can 


‘| obtain access to God. 


‘But this man, because he continueth ever, 
hath an unchangeable priesthood. Wherefore 
he is able also to save them to the uttermost 
that come unto God by him, seing he ever liy- 
eth to make intercession for them.’’ Heb. vii. 
24, 25, 

Intercession--Greek--Entunkano, to apply 
to, entreat, mediate. : 
The doctrine is, that Christ offered himself 
for sinners, an expiatory sacrifice, by virtue of 
which, and by which only, they can be pardon. 

ed and made holy and happy forever. ‘ 
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The above texts have been quoted for the pur- 
pose of obtaining a statement of the doctrine. 
The principal proof is yet to come. 

I. The necessity of such an expiatory sacri- 
fice as Christ has offered, may be demonstrated 
by reason and common sense, after an admis- 
sion of the existence of God as a moral gover- 
nor of our race, as set forth in the Scriptures. 

1, All men are required by the law of God to 
obey him perfectly. 

2.,The penalty of God's law being death, is 
endless in its own nature. 

Eze. 


“The soul that sinneth it shall die.” 
xviii. 20. 

“The wages of sin is death.” Rom. vi. 23. 

‘To be carnally minded is death.” Rom. 


viii. 6. 

“ Sin, when finished, bringeth forth death.” 
- James, i. 15. 

‘‘Hiven when we were dead in sin hath he 
. quickened us together with Christ.” Ephesians 

Be. 

Death, whether natural or moral, physical or 
spiritual, is in its own nature endless, 

Death is the negation of life, the absence of 

that life to which it stands opposed. 

Where therevis death there is no life; and 
where there is no life, life can never-be, unless 
it be communicated by some foreign agent. 

For God to interpose his power and quicken 
the dead sinner, is to remit} the penalty of his 
law, which is death. We have now reached this 
point ; no sinner can be saved but by a pardon. 

How, then, is thig pardon to be obtained ? : 

1, It cannot be obtained on legal ground. 

The law makes no provision for the remission 
-of its own penalty. <This is settled by good au- 
thority. 

“Ts the law then against the promises of God? 
God forbid; forif there had been a law given 
which could have given life, verily righteous- 

“ness should have been by. the law. But the 
Scripture hath concluded all under sin, that the 
promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given 
to them that believe.” Gal,{iii. 21. 

This text asserts that the lawzcould not give 
Jife ; it did not provide for the remission of its 
- own penalty. 

A law providing for the remission of its pen- 
salty, would be, in effect, the same as alaw with 
no penalty, which would,be of no force. 

2. A pardon cannot be looked ior by the mere 

“prerogative of God. et) 

All the perfections of God prove this point. 
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(1.) Immutability forbids it. 

God having annexed the sanction of death to 
his law, must change to annul it, without a rea- 
son like the atonement. 

(2.) Justice, in such case, would be violated 
either in the annunciation of the death penalty, 
or in its remission without a new reason. 

(3.) The same wisdom which determined upon 
the penalty of death, cannot avert it without 
the atonement. 

(4.) The same goodness which consented to 
the law with death as its sanction, cannot de- 
mand the sinners pardon without satisfaction. 

3. The only remaining ground of pardon is 
the true one, satisfaction to public justice. 

We have now secured two points, viz: first 
no sinner can be saved but by a pardon ; and 
secondly, no pardon can be granted but on the 
ground of satisfaction, or an atonement, 

We now come to the third link in the chain of 
argument, which is, man cannot make satisfac- 
tion or atone for his own sin. 

Man has nothing to Offer as an atonement for 
his sin on which the law has not already fixed its 
claim. 

Future obedience, were it rendered, would 
not atone for past sins. 


The law requires obedience during the whole 
of our existence, but such ah one could obey 
only during a part of his existence. 

If then, no human being can atone for his own 
sin, much less for the sins of others,-the offering 
made by Christ is the only ground of hope for 
humanity. 

Ui, The types and symbols of the Mosaic’Rit- 1 
ual, as a significant index, all point to the death 
of Christ, as the sinners real and only atoning 
sacrifice, and expiation. 

Ihave not time to read all the ceremonial 
law, nor to spread before you the sacrificial 
worship of fifteen hundred years. 

I will refer you to the common sin-offering. 


“And ifany one of the common people sin 
through ignorance, which he doeth somewhat 
against any of the commandments of the Lord, 
concerning things which ought not to be done, 
and be guilty ; or if his sin, which he hath sin- 
ned, come to his knowledge; then he shall 
bring his offering, a kid of the goats, a female 
without blemish, for his sins which he hath 
sinned. And he shall lay his hand:upon the 
head of the sin-offering, and slay the sin-offer- 
ing in the place of the burnt-offering. And the 
priest shall take of the blood thereof with his 
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finger, and put i¢ upon the horns 'of the altar of 
burnt-offering,; and shall pour out all the blood 
thereof at the bottom of the altax. And he 
shall take away all the fat thereof, as the fat is 
taken away from off the sacrifice of peace-offer- 
ings; and the priest shall burn ¢ upon the 
altar, for a sweet savour unto the Lord: and 
the priest shall make an atonement for him, 
and it shall be forgiven him.” Ley. 4: OF=31 


I will also refer. you to the annual atonement. 
“ And he shall take of the congregation of the 
children of Israel two kids of the goats for a 
sin-offering, and one ram for a burnt-offering. 
And he shall take the two goats, and present 
them before the Lord aé the door of the taber- 
nacle of the congregation. And Aaron shall 
cast lots upon the two goats; one lot for the 
Lord, and the other lot for the scape-goat. And 
Aaron shall bring the goat upon which the 
Lord’s lot fell, and offer him for a sin-offering : 
-But the goat, on which the lot fell to be the 
scape-goat, shall be presented alive before the 
Lord, to make an atonement with him, and to 
let him go for a scape-goat into the wilderness. 
And Aaron shall lay both his hands upon the 
head of the live goat, and confess over him all 
_ the iniquities of the children of Israel, and all 
their transgressions in all their sins, putting 
them upon the head of the goat, and shall send 
‘him away by the hand of a fit man into the wil- 
derness. And the goat shall bear upon him, 
all their iniquities unto a land not inhabited : 
and he shall let go the goat in the wilderness.” 
Ley..16 : 5-22. oH 
These offerings all foretold the death of Christ 
asan offering for sinners, not as an example of 
patient suffering merely, but as an expiation for 
the sins of men. é 


III. The Scriptures teach directly in various 
ways and forms of speech that Christ did die as 
an expiatory sacrifice for the sins of man. 


“ But he was wounded for our transgressions, 
he was bruised for our iniquities: the chastise- 
ment of our peace was upon him ; and with his 
stripes we are healed. All we, like sheep, have 
gone astray ; we have turned every one to his 
own way; and the Lord hath laid on him the 
iniquity of us all,” Isa.53: 5, 6. 

‘Who his own self bare our sins in his own 
body on the tree, that we, being dead to sins, 
should live unto righteousness; by whose stripes 
ye were healed.” 1 Pet.2: 24, 


«¢ Bven as the Son of man came not to be min- 
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istered Cite’ but to minister; and to give his 
life a ransom for many.” Matt. 20: 28. 

The word here rendered ransom is Lutron. 
It is derived from luo, to pay, hence, ransom 
means a price paid for the redemption of a cap- 
tive. 

‘“Who gave himself a ransom for all, to be | 
testified in due time.” 1 Tim. 2: 6. 

Here the word rendered ransom is antilutron, 
from anti against, and Zutron, a price denoting 
that Christ laid down his life against or oppo- 
site our lives, as a price in exchange. 

“But God commendeth his love toward us, 
in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died 
for us. Much more then, being now justified. 
by his blood, we shall ber saved from wrath 
through him.”’ Rom. 5: 8, 9. 

“But when the fullness of the time was come,: 
God sent forth his son, made of a woman, made: 
under the law. To redeem them that were un- 
der the law, that we might receive the adoption 
of sons.’ Gal. 4: 4, 5. ‘ 

“In whom we have redemption through his 
blood, the forgiveness of sins, according to the 
riches of his grace.”’? Epp. 1: 7. 

“Who gave himself for us, that he might re- 
deem us from all iniquity, and purify unto him- 
self a peculiar people, zealous of good works.” 
Titus 2: 14. 


“But if we walk in the light, as he is in the 
light, we have fellowship one with another, and 
the blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us 
from all sin.” 1 John 1: 7. 

«“ And from Jesus Christ, who is the faithful 
witness, and the first-begotten of the dead, and 
the Prince of the kings of the éarth. Unto him 
that loved us, and washed us from our sins in 
his own blood, And hath made .us kings and 
priests unto God and his Father ; to him be 
glory and dominion for ever and ever. Amen.’? 
Rev. 1:5, 6. 

The above Scriptures can never be explained 
upon any principle which denies that the death 
of Christ was an expiation for the sinner’s guilt. 
It is on no other principle that his suffering can 
be accounted for. He clearly suffered more 
than any other human being ever did, or ever 
will suffer. He suffered before any violence 
was offered to his: person. How will you ac- 
count for that dreadful agony in the garden, 
during which he sweat great drops ot blood * 


‘There appeared an angel strengthening hint, 


that he might bear {the agony, and how much 
he suffered with those celestial props beneath 


. 
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him we can never know: It is probable to me 


that he suffered enough to have crushed every) 


member ef the human family out of existénce. 
And what caused all this suffering? The an- 
swer is, the'weight of the world’s sin was upon 
him, he bore our sins in his own body on the|* 
tree. On the cross, when that terrible agony 
returned, he cried out, “my God, my God, why 
hast thou forsaken me?’ All this can be ac- 
counted for only on the ground that he suffered 
for the sins of the world. If he died merely as 
an example of patient suffering, we find bright- 
er examples in Paul, Peter, Polycarp, anda 
hundred of other martyrs, who died joyfully 
and shouted amid the consuming fires,—no such 
dread of the scene as Jesus manifested, and no 
such complaint as he uttered. If they nll died 
_ aS mere martyrs, the Apostles appear to the 
best advantage ; but if we admit that Christ 
died for the sins of men, all is plain. This is 
the doctrine of the Scriptures I have quoted 
and if is this glorious doctrine that supported 
the martyrs ; they believed it in life, trusted it 
in death, and sing its triumphin heaven. Wor- 
thy is the Law for he was slain, and hath re- 
deemed us to God, and hath washed us in his 
own blood. 

On Thursday evening next this discussion will 
be closed. In my first speech I shall reply to 
what Mr. May has said this evening, on the 
subject of the Trinity and the atonement, and 
in my second speech, I shall sum up the whole 
discussion, and con¢lude it on my part. 


Mr. May’s 2d Sprecn on 10th Evenrxe. 


I will state the subject of the remarks Mr. 
Lee has just been making, as he announced i 
‘in his second speech on the Fourth Evening of 
our debate. The sixth and last ground, he 
then said, on which he should maintain the 
deity of Christ was that 


“Christianity as a saving system, proceeds 
upon the assumption, that Christ possesses 
supreme divinity, power and authority. The 
Gospel proceeds to offer eternal life to sinners, 
upon the assumption that Christ suffered and 
died-as the sinner’s substitute; to make satis- 
faction for sin ; to be the sinner’s propitiation, 
_ so that sinners may receive pardon through 
faith in him ; and receive the gift of eternal life ; 
which they poeta not have had without ase 
death.” 

I really wish Mr. Lee had pointed me to at 
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least one place, where Jesus Christ made such 
an assumption as this, in plain language. I 
have never seen that place although I have 
been a reader of the New ‘lestament for fifty 
years. ‘Surely such a doctrine as my brother 
hes dipountal to be the only ground of the , 
sinner’s hope, would have been wholly new to 
the Jews, to whom the Gospel was first sent, 
and therefore should have been explicitly sta- 
ted by him, who was sanctified and sent into 
the world to save it. If there were really no. 
efficacy in genuine repentance—there was the 
greatest need that the astounding fact should 
have been made known by Christ; because all: 
the teaching of Moses and the prophets had 
gone to assure men that, “‘when the wicked 
man turneth from his wickedness and doeth 
that which is right, he shall save his soul.” 
The writings of Moses plainly teach the mer- 


’|cifulness of God, Exod. XXXIV. 6.7. They: 


represent him as, symbolically, dwelling on the 
mercy seat, and as showing mercy unto thou- 
sands of generations, Ex, XX. 6. They teach 
that he can rescind his threatenings, without 
any violation of the rectitude of his character, 
or infraction of the established rules of his 
government, or departure from the principles 
of his holy law ; for they state that he did it in 
several instances in his dealings with his peo- 
ple. Moses assured the people of Israel that 
God would accept and bless them wholly on 
the ground of their obedience, Exod. XIX. 5. 6. 
He further assured them that if, after they had 
sinned, they repented, returned to the Lord, 
and became obedient to his voice, he would 
have compassion on them, and restore them to 
his fayor ; ‘‘for (saith he) the Lord thy God is 
a merciful God.” 

David and the other the writers of the Psalms 
describe God as forgiving sins, because of his 
merciful kindness. They teach that nothing 
but penitence is necessary, on the part of the 
sinner, in order to his being pardoned, and that 
moral excellence is the only condition on which 
divine pardon could be. enjoyed.—Ps. XX XIL 
1. Cll. 8-8. 2 Sam. XXII. 25, 26. 27. Psalms 
XY. and XXIV. and OXI. and LL. 16. 17. 

Solomon, at the dedication of the Temple, in 
the prayer, which he offered in the hearing ofthe 
whole congregation of Israel, 2 Chron. VI chap. 
mentions no condition of pardon but penitence 
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and prayer. He says that God will render to 
every man according to hisways. _ In his Pro- 
verbs Ch. XIV. 14. he declares that ‘the good 
man shall be satisfied from himself.” 

The prophet Isaiah most emphatically de- 
clares the sufficiency of repentance, for the ac- 
ceptance of sinners with God, without any con- 
sideration but the divine mercy. See his first 
chapter, especially from the 16 to’ the 20 verse. 
He represents God as showing mercy and par- 
doning sin, simply on the ground of the sin- 
ner’s forsaking his evil ways and returning to 
him, Ch. LV. 7. and his dwelling with the hum- 
ble and contrite .“‘to revive the spirit of the 
humble, and the heart of the contrite one,”— 
chap. LVII. 15. LXVI. 2. Throughout his 
prophecies, Isaiah represents God as acting 


towards nations and individuals according to 


their moral state. This prophet having so 


‘clearly and forcibly expressed himself on this 


wise in the plainest language—a few jigura- 
tie expressions, that occur in his writings, 
ought not to be construed as teaching an op- 
posite doctrine. 

Jeremiah spent his days in lamentations over 
the sins of his people, and in calling them to 
repentance. He always declares that God will 
pardon and accept the penitent. ‘Only ac- 
knowledge thine iniquity” he says in the name 
of the Lord “Return ye backsliding children, 
and I will heal your backslidings.” I have 
time only to refer you ‘to Ch. III. 13-22. IV. 
14, VIL 5-7. 

In Ezekiel XVII. there is as full and strong 
a declaration of the sufficiency of repentance 
to secure pardon and salvation to the sinner, 
as the words of any language could express.— 
I beg my friend Lee, and all who hear me to 
‘turn to that chapter, and read it all, but espe- 
cially from the 21 to the 27 where they will 
find those comforting words, “when the wick- 
ed man turneth away from his wickedness, 
that he hath committed, and doeth that which 
is lawful and right, he shall save his soul alive.” 

Sir, if there were time, I could take you 
through Daniel and all the minor Prophets and 
quote from every one of them passage after 
passage, bearing witness to the mercifulness 
of God. Of the efficacy of repentance, as the 
condition of pardon, they seem not to have en- 
tertained a doubt. Very few passages can be 
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found in the Old Testament, which, seen even 
through the mist of orthodox theology, look as 
of the same complexion with the dismal creeds 
of the Churches, . 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if Moses and the Pro- 
phets had all taught a false doctrine, and en- 
couraged adelusive hope, how obviously neces” 
sary was it that Jesus, who declared of him- 
self ‘‘to this end was I born, and for this cause 
came I into the world, that I might bear wit- 
ness io the truth” —how obviously necessary— 
how especially incumbent was it upon him, 
that in preaching to a people who relied upon 
Moses and the prophets, he should have expo- 
sed the error, and taken the utmost pains to 
eradicate it from their minds. But, did he do 
so, Sir? Turn to the accounts we have of his 
preaching and show me where. You cannot 
show me where. Mr. Lee cannot. The Gos- 
pelis a system of divine mercy and grace.— 
The conditions are repentance, faith and obe- 
dience. 

John the Baptist, the forerunner of Jesus, 
taught the efficacy of repentance, and the ne-- 
cessity ofreal, personal righteousness in order 
to acceptance with God. 

Christ was a preacher of repentance and 
righteousness. .God sent him to bless the 
Jews first, and afterwards the Gentiles, but it 
was, as Peter deelared, “ by tarning them from 
their iniquities.” Acts iii. 26—not-as brother 
Lee would have us suppose by “ dying as the 
sinner’s substitute,” but by raising the sinner 
from the death of sin to the life of righteous- 
ness. Jesus declared (Mark ii. 17) that the 
leading object of his mission was “ to call sin- 
ners to repentence.” 


In his sermon on the Mount, Christ taught 
not a syllable about the necessity of his dying 
to satisfy divine justice. Ifhe did let brother 
Lee show me where. He taught that to do 
the will of God, and to seek to become like 
him is the way to gain admittance into heaven ; 
that the condition, on which we may hope for 
forgiveness, is that we forgive others. He in- 
culcates throughout that sermon perfect mor- 
ality, impartial benevolence, and self-sacrificing 
adherence to the law of righteousness, and 
at its close (although there is not a word in it 
about the orthodox scheme of salvation) he 
declares emphatically in an impressive figure,, 
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the safety, i.e. the Salvation of every man, 
who would hear and do what he had been 
saying. 

One of the first acts of Christ’s ministry, as 
related by John, is his conversation with Nico- 
demus, in which he assures him that nothing 
but a repentance so entire, that it would evince 
a complete change of heart, and be as it were 
a new birth, would suffice to bring him, or 
any other selfish, worldly minded man, into 
the kingdom of heaven ; but he did not inti- 
mate to the ruler a word about brother Lee’s 
doctrine. 

Jesus taught that men will be accepted or 
rejected, according to the use they make of 
the talents entrusted to them; and that when 
brought to judgment they will be accepted or 
rejected, not according to their belief or unbe- 
lief in such doctrine as Mr. Lee declares to be 
the only ground of his hope. but according as 
they have or have not fed the hungry, clothed 
the naked, comforted the afflicted, relieved the 
suffering, and delivered the oppressed—that 
is according as they have or have not shown 
their love of the Father, whom they could not 
see, by their loye of the brethren, who were 
all about them. 


When the young man came to him, anxiously 
inquiring of him, what he would do to inherit 
eternal life, he did not tell him to put his trust 

in any substitute that was to be offered, in any 
satisfaction that was to be made to the divine 
justice, but to keep the commandments, Mark 
x19. In his never-to-be-forgotten parable of 
the Prodigal Son, he represented God as ac- 
cepting penitent sinners, just as a compassion- 
ate father would receive his offending child, 
when he saw him turn back from his folly, 
and evince a true penitence.. Luke xv. 

I wish sir, there was time for me to adduce 
more specimens of Christ’s preaching—and 
then to go through the book of Acts, and re- 
mind you that his apostles preached in the 





quote passage after passage, in which they de- 
clare that man will be received or rejected by 
God, according to their characters, their works, 
their repentance, faith and sbedience. 

But, sir, [must glance at a class of passages 
in the Epistles, upon which my brother Lee 
(as most orthodox men do,) rests his faith in 
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this doctrine of substitution, and satisfaction, 

It is a significant fact, which I would have 
you bear in mind that his ‘‘ scheme of salva- 
tion,” which since the reformation has often 
been called Calvinistic, depends mainly upon 
the Epistles for its support. I do not know 
how it may be with other preachers of the 
“Doctrines of Grace,” as with singular im- 
pertinence, they are called; but it is stated on 
good authority, that in the course of the twenty 
years, that Calvin ruled Geneva, he preached 
588 sermons upon texts taken from the New 
Testament; but mark me, sir, not one of them, 
was a sentence which Jesus Christ had uttered. 
Now 369 of his texts were from the Epistles ; 
189 were from the Acts, and not one from the 
gospels. But let it pass. 

. There are in the Epistles numerous pas sages 
which argue about Christ’s death as a sacrifice 
for sin (as in one sense it undoubtedly was) 
a propitiation, and in one instance and in only 
one asan atonement. These passages are too’ 
numerous for me to quote in the brief time 
thatis left me. Nor is it necessary, for they 
are familiar to all my orthodox hearers, and 
Mr. Lee has quoted many of them. 

Ihave only time to suggest the principle 
upon which they ought to be expounded, so _ 
that they may be in accordance with the’. 
preaching of Christ; and not another gospel.. 
I mean the principle, which would take into 
consideration the purpose, which the apostles 
had in writing those letters ; and the previous 
religious faith and opinions of the persons to 
whom they were addressed. The Jews were 
a mercantile, trading people, and at the com- | 
mencement of the Christian era; their nation 
was in subjection to the Roman Emperor, they 
were scattered throughout the Empire, living 
and doing business in all the principal: cities, 
But wherever they went they carried their re- 
gard for the religion of their fathers—and as 
christianity was first preached to the Jews, so 
everywhere the first converts to the new reli- 
gion were for the most part from amongst those 
who believed in the Mosaic Law and the Ritual, 
To engraft the religion of Christ upon the re- 
ligion of Moses was the first work the Apostles 
found that it was given them to do; and to 
prune off and cast away whatsoever of the 
old vine would overshadow, or vitiate the 
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growth of the new. This. was no easy task, 
for men, then as now, clung to whatever had 
been given to them in their childhood as religi- 
on. The Aprosiles therefore,recur frequently 
to this part of their work. Sacrifices for sin 
were a prominent part of the, Jewish worship 
and. although often shown by the Prophets 
and Psalmists to be of no value excepting as 
- expressions of sentiments of dependence, and 
sorrow for delinquincies in duty, yet as they 
were outward, and some of them imposing they 
came tobe regarded by the people as of great 
' yalue in themselves; just as now-a-days a man’s 
piety is by a great many people measured more 
by the number. of prayers that he says, than 
by the conformity of his conduct to the will of 
God. 

To correct the mistake of their Jewish con- 
verts, who were not only anxious to continue 
in the observance of the Mosaic ritual, but to 
enforce the observance of it upon those who 
might join, their churches from amongst the 
Gentiles, the Apostles were obliged to labor to 
convince those, who had been Jews, that they 
would give up nothing essential if they should 
abandon the Ritual of Moges—that circumcis- 
ion was not any thing of importance, nor un- 
circumcision; but a new creation, was the 
* thing to be longed for, a change of heart and 
life to be wrought in all who-would truly em- 
brace Christ and his righteousness. 

This principle to be adopted in the exposi- 
tion of the sacrificial language of the Apostles 
is so clearly and beautifully stated in a dis- 
course by Rey. J. H. Allen, formerly of Wash- 
ington city, now of Bangor, Maine, that I 
Shall use his language rather than my own. 
See his “ Discourse on the Orthodoxy,” p. 97. 
The epistle to the Hebrews (which was very 

‘probably written by Apollos, the friend of 
Paul) endeayonrs, from first to last, to meet 
the Hebrew prejudices, and reconcile the Jews 
to the simplicity of the Christian faith. This 
could be done only through the medium of 
their previous ideas. Christianity, without 
priest or ritual, was a thing they could not 
comprehend : and even those inclined towards 
the new religion contemplated. this feature of 
it with vague terror and dislike, Now the 
apostle must show, if possible, on Jewish prin- 
ciples, how the ritual not only might be, but 
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actually had been, done away... One main point: 
of his argument may be stated thus., On. the 
great annual festival of Atonement, or expia- 
tion, the high-priest went within the vail of the 
temple, and sprinkled the blood of the victim 
on the mercy-seat, expiating thus the thousand 
legal-offences for which due propitition had not 
been already made. . At that moment.the bur- 
den of legal debt was lifted off from the. entire 


-people ; and while he remained within the yail, 


the usual sacrifices were superseded. Now 
Christ, the great high-priest of the new dispen- 
sation, had passed with his own blood as yvic-, 
tim, behind the vail of mortality, to the mercy- 
seat, or immediate presence of God. By the 
strictest interpretation of rhe Jewish law, all 
sacrifices are therefore suspended ; and on their 
own principles, while he ig within the vail, the 
ceremonial worship is no longer required.— 
Christ’s peculiar fitness, both as priest (for he 
§ near to us in human sympathy, and can “‘be 
touched with the feeling of our infirmities”) and 
as victim (for in the innocence of his life he is 
‘‘a lamb without spot or blemish”), is. elabo- 
rately argued and illustrated; and the reason- 
ing is brought to a focus, as it were, by com- 
paring the 16th Chap. of Leviticus with the 
9th of this Epistle. 

But there, was still another point that gaye. 
uneasiness to the mind’of Jews taught to be- 
lieve implicitly in the ancient faith. Among 
the rest, the sacred line of the priesthood, un- 
broken frem the time of Aaron, must not. be 
broken in upon, they thought ; and even grant- 
ing Christ to be such a priest as was needed 
in the new dispensation, how will he satisfy 
this claim? To answer this, the writer. re- : 
minds thenr of a royal priest, who lived in old 
traditionary times. long before Aaron, to whom 
Abraham himself, the father of the faithful, 
did honor; far higher, then, in dignity than any 
son of Rates, ei be. And here, he says, 
is just such a priest as.Christ. This Melchise- 
dek,—without any recorded father or mother ; 
of whom you know not so much as when Fe 
began to live or when he died,—he is the great 
royal”priest of our ancient history. . God’s own 
anointing gave him his princely dignity,—not 
any hereditary descent; and just so it is with 
Christ.” 

T must leave this statement of the principle 
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on which I ould interpret the passages that 
Mr. Lee has brought forward to sustain the 
doctrine he has announced of sacrifice and 
substitution, of satisfaction and atonement. I 
do not pr retend, Sir, that every one of the pas- 
sages in the Epistles admits ofa perfectly easy 
explanation upon this principle. 
all of them do—and if, on the authority of a 
few passages not easily explained, we adopt 
the doctrine of my brother Lee, then must we 
set aside the plainest declarations respecting 
the condition of acceptance, made by Moses 
the Psalmists, the Prophets, John the Baptist, 
Christ nihacte and his Apostles, in all their 
discourses that have come down to us. 


But Sir, when Mr. Lee urges the satisfaction 
made to divine justice by the, death of Christ 
as the only ground of the sinner’s hope, I fear | 
he has not considered what an imputation he 
’ is casting upon the character of the Heavenly 
Father—the imputation that he is more like 
an inexorable monarch than a benignant pa- 
rent. What should we think if a father, in 
an age and a country where the father had ab- 
solute power over his children, even tothe dis- 
posal of their lives—who, on the return of a 
son, that had incurred his sovereign displeas- 
ure by a misdeed against which was denounced 
the loss of an eye or a hand, should refuse him 
pardon though his repentance and grief could 
not be doubted, and still insist upon the inflic- 
tion of the penalty, unless another son who had 
never disobeyed the least of his commandments, 
touched with a feeling of compassion for his 
brother’s sufferings, should come forward and 
suffer in his stead the penalty of the law— 
what should we think of a father who should 
press his justice to such an extent and accept 
of such a substitute ?—and what should we 
say of the offender who could wish or consent 
to be relieved on such terms. 


Then I ask, if the law is or can be honored 
or sustained by the inflicion of its penalties, 
so much as it is by the submission of those 
who have offended against it? What can make 
a law or a law-giver appear so venerable as the 
acknowledgements of penitent transgressors, 
that they have found the way of transgression 
hard, that they have learnt by bitter experience 

_ that the law aoainst which they have offended 
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But almost f, 
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is a righteous, a wise, a merciful requirement; 
and that they can never be at peace themselves 
until they have become wholly obedient to it. 

All the reasonings that I ever heard or read 
in support of this doctrine my friend prizes 
so highly, were based upon analogies drawn 
rom earthly monarchs and human governments, 
But if the administrators of humanlaw could 
only discern the hearts of men, so as to know 
certainly when they have repented, what need 
would there be of inflicting any punishment for 
past transgression? The sorrow and shame, 
that a truly repentant heart always feels, are 
punishment enough ; and the eager return of 
| such a one to obedience is the highest tribute 
that can be paid to the majesty of the law. 
This would be perfectly so under tbe divine 
government, where no pretences of penitence 
can escape detection—and where only the truly 
contrite heart, those who do works meet for 
| repentance, can be received. 


But sir, there are many serious objections to 
the doctrine of Mr. Lee. It.is inconsistent with. 
/his doctrine of the perfectly divine nature of 
Christ. For if he argues as undoubtedly he 
does, that God the Father isa being so holy, 
$0 pure, so just and exact in all his demands, 
that he cannot look upon iniquity without ab- 
horrence, nor remit the. punishment due to the 
sinner, unless the honor of his offended law be 
sustained by some one’s enduring the penalty in 
| the sinner’sstead. Ifhe argues thus from the holi- 
ness; purity, justice of the Father—what can he 
say of the Son but to allow that his holiness is 
less perfect, his purity less nice, his justice less 
stern—so that he can so pity the sinner as to be 
willing even to suffer in his stead. Here then 
his argument militates against the equality of 
the Son in these respects which I haye named, 
and shows him to be inferior to the Father ; un- 
less indeed it shall be made to appear that in 
mercy the Son so far transcends the Father as . 
himself to become the superior of the two. 

Hear another objection sir, to this doctrine of 
my brother, on which he bases all his hopes. It 
is argued in its behalf—he must argue I think 
in. the same way—that unless Christ the substi- 
tute for sinners be an infinite being, he cannot 
pay the penalty, for as sin is an offence commit- 
ted against an infinite being, it is an infinite 
evil, and therefore demands a satisfaction that 
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no finite being can pay. Sir, there are Several 
gross fallacies in this mode of reasoning. ' 

1. If an offence committed against God by a 
man be an infinite evil because of the infinity of 
the being offended, by parity of reasoning, the 
satisfaction that may be made by a man, if ac- 
cepted, would become infinite because made to 

_ an infinite being, just as much as the offence was 
committed against him. 

Then again: for the same reason, the sin of 
an individual is an infinite evil; therefore there 
must be as many infinite evils to be atoned for 
as there are or have been individual sinners— 
that is very many millions. But it will not be 
pretended that Christ himself is more than one 
infinite being—so that even he, according to this 
scholastic reasoning—even he, can atone for the 
sin of only one man, and all the rest must go un- 
redeemed. 

But why should the infinity of God attach to 
the offence committed against him any more 
than his other divine attributes? For no reason 
that I can conceive of—therefore we may as- 
cribe omnipotence, omniscience, invisibillty, un- 
changeableness to the sins of men just as mnch 
as infinity. 

But is my brother in sober earnestness when 
he alleges that the infinite satisfaction of Christ’s 
death is the only foundation of the sinner’s hope? 
What, if Christ be not God and capable of mak- 
ing an infinite satisfaction, will it follow that 
God hath.ceased to be love ; that the ‘riches of 
his grace are exhausted ; that he will no longer 
show mercy and forgive ; that the promises and 
declarations of the gospel are not true? Is not 
the love and mercy of God infinite? Have they 
not existed in him from all eternity? Are they 
not essential parts of his character, of his nature ? 

No where in the Scriptures is the supposed sat- 
isfaction made by Christ’s death, placed before 
sinners as the ground of their hope ; but the rich 
mercy and free grace of God in him. 


ELEVENTH EVENING—MARCH 23. 
MR. LEE’S FIRST SPERCH. 


In thinking over the themes appropriate to 
this last evening of this discussion, I am unable 
to introduce all that I deem important and 
necessary. ‘There are so many things that need 
attention I shall find it necessary to bring to 
bear my most powerful condensing apparratus. 
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So that without many words I shall proceed. 
straight forward to notice his replies to my ar- 
guments before ofered to your notice on the: 
subject of the Trinity. 

1. He entirely misrepresents my argument. 

Once he represented me as holding to three 
beings in the Godhead, and once as holding to. 
three Gods. On this rested the whole force of 
his arguments. I have made no such represen-- 
tations, but have before corrected him in this: 
particular, and am sorry that he persists in it. 
It only proves that my argument cannot be 
assailed until it is misrepresented. 

He accuses me of proving it by legerdemain. 
Has he no better reply than suchacharge. It 
is an admission that the argument cannot be: 
answered. 

The facts are these : 

We agree that there is but one God. I af- 
firm that in the Godhead there is a three-fold 
personal distinction, of Father Son and Holy 
Ghost. The existence of Father, Son and 
Holy Ghost, he’ admits, but denies their unde- 
rived divinity. . I prove that they are all divine. 
One of two consequenees must follow, viz. there 
are three Gods, or these three personal distinc- 
tions exist in unity of the one Godhead. If 
he could auswer my arguments and disprove 
their divinity, he would have no occasion to 
talk of three beings, and three Gods, but fail- 
ing to do this, he has no hope left but to affirm 
that my argument proves the existence of three 
Gods. This isa departure from the rules of 
debate. See Hedges Logic, Rule II. page 161. 
That the three-fold distinction exist in the 
Godhead, he admits may be true, by agree- 
ing to debate it with me. 

But when the distinction is proved he refuses 
to explain it by the Trinity in unity which may 
be true, and rushes upon the conclusion which 
both of us agree cannot be true. 


, 


_ | He says that I am bound to prove that the 


three are one. Not so. We agree that there 
'is but one God, and I am bound to prove the 
distinction of persons in the Godhead, which I 
have done. But he is bound to disprove the 
distinction, that there is no Father, Son and 
Holy Ghost in Unity of the Godhead, not that, 
there are three Gods, for that we have both 
agreed cannot be true. 

2. His attempted play upon my remark, that 
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the Father is God am the highest sense, was 
worse than trifling. I said highest sense, not 
in comparison with the sense in which I hold 
Christ to be God, but in reference to his asser- 
tion that Christ was called God in a subordi- 
nate sense. That was no admission on my 
part of a higher and lower sense. I affirm that 
he ought to know better than to reason thus. 

8. His assertion that it was not necessary 
to notice my Scriptures quoted to prove the 
Trinity, was undoubtedly the easiest way of 
disposing of them. 


. The plural form of the name of God, with 
the expression, let us make man in our own 
image, would prove that a man must be a trin- 
ity if it proves any thing. This was his only 
reply on this point. 

Well, can he prove that every man is nota 
trinity? I do not admit that any such conse- 
quence follows, but if it did, it would not alarm 
me. Philosophers divide the mind into the in- 
tellect, the affections, and the will, and yet 
there is but one mind, Paul speaks of man as 
composed of a spirit and soul and body, and 
yet there is but one man where this trinity in 
unity is found. 

4. His explanation of the scene at Christ’s 
baptism is based wholly upon a false view of 
God. He contends that the Father speaking 
from heaven, and ‘the Son coming up out of the 
water, and the Holy Ghost descending, could 
not all three have been God in the three local- 
ities, or if they were, they were three Gods. 


But God is every where at all times, but not, 


everywhere manifest at the same time and in 
the same manner. 

But God could manifest himself in the 
three places at the same time, and still there 
be but one God. My friend reasons as though 
his God was just like his Saviour, a man who 
can be in but one place at the same time. 

- 5. The form of Baptism appears to trouble 
him. How men can worship and be dedicated 
to God, and a creature, a man, and an attrib- 
ute at the same time is not easy even for him 
to explain. By the Father he understands 
God. By the Son he understands a man, the 
Son of one Joseph, called Jesus Christ, and by 
the Holy Ghost he understands the power of 
God, that divine energy by which the gospel 
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was attended. But this does not meet my argu- 
ment, nor relieve his. It still follows that we 
are baptised in the name of and consecrated to 
one God, one man and one manifestation, power 
or energy of God. 

But look at his reasons. He justifies the use 
of the name of the Son in this relation, on the 
ground of the preceding verse, which says : 

“ All power is given unto me in heaven and 
in earth.” 

Now, unless he existed in unity of the Ged- 
head, God emptied himself of his omnipotence 
and became powerless, for two distinct beings. 
could not possess all power at the same time. 
Again, how does it appear that Christ, being 
only a man, the Son. of Joseph, once the babe 
that slumbered in the manger at Bethlehem, 
possessing only the essential elements of human- 
ity, could have a capacity to receive all power 
in heaven and in earth. It was proved in an 
argument which has not been noticed by my 
opponent, that to receive and exercise almighty 
power, as a communication from God, there 
must first be an infinite capacity which human- 
ity has not got and never can have. But wa- 
ving all this, and admitting that he did receive 
all power in heaven and in earth, as a distinct 
being from the Father, then the Father must 
have ceased to possess all power at the same. 
time, and the. consequence is that there must 
have been a powerless God, and an almighty 
man. Such are the terrible absurdities upon 
which my opponent is driven. But if you ad- 
mit the divinity of Christ and the distinction 
in the unity of the Godhead, these difficulties 
all vanish. 

So with reference to baptism in the name of 
the Holy Ghost. By the Holy Ghost he un- 
derstands the divine energy which accompanied 
the gospel. But an energy has no existence 
distinct from the operative agents in which it 
resides, hence, if my friend admits the personal 
distinction between the Father and the Holy 
Ghost, as existing in the unity of the Godhead, 
he gives up the argument, if he denies it he is 
involved in the absurdity of baptising in the 
name of God and a manifestation of God’s en- 
ergy. 

It only remains for me to notice the author- 
ities he referred to in this connection. 

He first referred to Thomas Jefferson and 
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quoted from a letter of his to J ohn ashes 
Adams. 

Thomas Jefferson was a great politician, and 
as such I respect him, but he was a Deist and 
did not believe in the inspiration of the ‘Scrip- 
tures. . As this is a Bible question exclusively, 
there must be a famine in the land of evidence, 
when openly avowed Deists are quoted as au- 
thority. As he-has quoted St. Jefferson, I 
might with a better grace quote St. Daniel, I 
mean Daniel Webster, who, when inquired of, 
how a man of his mind could believe that one 
is three and three one, is said to have answered 
I know some things, but I do not profess to 
understand the arrithmetic of heaven. He) 
declared that the three greatest minds of Eng- 
land rejected the doctrine of the Trinity, viz. 
Milton, Lock and Newton. 4 

Suppose it were true, what does it prove? 
Three men against all Hngland and the Chris- 
tian world. Hehas told you that the forty- 
seven learned men who translated our present 
revision of the Bible from the original Greek 
and Hebrew, were all Trinitarian. Moreover, 
every distinguished commentator that has ever | 
wrote on the whole Bible has been a Trinita- 
rian, and all the learned authorities which he 
has so repeatedly pretended to quote against 
me were all Trivitarians. Does not this weigh 
as much as the three men he claims. But I 

cannot. even allow him this, for I have never 
yet seen the proof that Lock and Newton were 
not Trinitarians. -And as to Milton, any one 
who has read his master Poem, knows that he 
believed in the pre-existence of Christ, since he 
describes him as victor on the battle plains of 
heaven when angels fell, before the Eden of earth 
felt the blight of sin. . 

I. His reply on the atonement in no sense 
met my arguments. Those arguments were 
clear and unanswerable, and he did not attack 
one of them, nor notice the texts which I quo- 
ted in proof. 

Il. He asserted the sufficiency of repentance 

1. The necessity of repentance and all good 
works, as there is opportunity, I maintain as 
strongly as he can. All this was a misappre- 
hension of the question. He argued as though 
I held that the atonement superseded the neces- 


| public injustice. 
-|ful, and he can no more be unjustly merciful, 





sity of repentance and good works, which is a 
misrepresentation. 
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‘But repentance and good works are not suf- 
ficient without the atonement for the following 
reasons. 


1. They would never and Silla never navel 
existed without the atonement. All grace and 
divine influence communicated to man since 
the fall of Adam, which alone leads to repent- 
ance and good works, is by virtue of the atone-— 
ment. This atonement was made available 
prospectively from the moment that God de- 
clared that the seed of the woman should bruise 
the serpent’s head. To this all the sacrifices 
pointed from that which smoked upon Abel’s 
altar to the time when Jesus died. Hence we 
read. 


_« And almost all things are by the law purg- 
ed with blood ; and without shedding of blood 
is no remission.” —Heb. ix. 22. 


That sacrificial worship was instituted by 
God, and it can haye no significance if it be 
not typical of the atonement by Christ. 


2. Repentance cannot put away sin, because 
it arises as one of the consequences of sin, and 
an effect cen never destroy the cause in which 
has its existence. 


3. Future obedience added to repentance, 
cannot remove sin, because to be sober to day, 
will not remove the guilt of having been drunk 
‘yesterday. 

4, It was shown in an argument not answer- 
ed, that a pardon cannot be granted on the 
ground of mere goodness. That argument was 
based upon the perfections of God, and is un- 
answerable, but I add, pardon on sucha ground 
would make a nulity of the law. It would 
make God appear as giving a law the penalty 
of which he will never inflict. Such a pardon 
would have to be repeated as often as a moral 
being may choose to sin, which would be sub- 
yersive of all moral government. 

5. Such a pardon would be subversive of 
God is just as well as merci- 


than he can be justly unmerciful or mercifully 
unjust. The atonement shows God’s hatred of 
sin, and goes asfar to condemn sin in the eyes of 
the moral universe as the damnation of a fallen 
world could. 


DISCUSSION OF THR DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


MR. MAY'S FIRST SPEECH. 


As I trust all persons who mean to judge fair- 
ly between me and my opponent, will read the 
published report of this discussion, and faith- 
fully compare what each of us have said, I| 
shall not spend time in reply to many things 
that have just fallen from Mr. Lee. I can only | 
assure him that Iam utterly unable to discern | 
any difference between a person and a being. 
If he can prove that there are three persons in| 
the Godhead, he can prove just as well that | 
there are three beings—-three Gods in one. But 
as I showed the other evening, he signally failed 
in that part of his argument, as he needs must. 
When you see ition print, you will see that he 
failed. 

What he said just now, about a Trinity in 
man, was no illustration of the Trinity he is 
contending for. He referred to what may be 
called three attributes of the human mind, just 
as power, wisdom, and love are three attributes 
of God. But he would have us believe that 
three persons, each of whom possesses all the 
divine attributes, are yet but one God. 

As to the opinions of Milton, Locke, and New- 
ton, he cannot maintain his opposition to the 
statement I made. Each of those very great 
and very good men saw reasons, and gave his 
reasons for disbelieving the doctrine of the 
Trinity. 

Mr. Lee has tried to nullify the testimony of 
President Jefferson, because, he says, he was an 
_ infidel. I introduced him, the other evening, 
as a strong-minded and clear-headed man, who 
saw and declared the egregio us inconsistency 
of the doctrine of the Trinity, which, perhaps, 





was the very thing that repelled him from the 
system held up as Christianity, and helped to 
make him an infidel. 

With these few comments, I leave my friend’s 
speech to-night, with you and our readers, and 
proceed to other matters. 
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presided, and to our fellow-citizens, for the nu- 
merous and respectful attendances they have 
given to us from the beginning to the end, we: 
shall release you, them, and ourselves at the 
close of this evening. 


You may haye thought, sometimes, that I 
have digressed more than was necessary from 
the direct line of argument. But Consider, sir, 
I pray, that if Thad followed Mr. Lee step by 
step, taking up every text he had laid down, and 
giving my interpretation of it, and my reasons | 
for interpreting it differently from what he had 
done, I could not, in the time allowed, have 
traveled over half the ground he did, and should 
have left my argument ina much more unfin- 
ished state than I now leave it. It has seemed 
to me altogether better to explain, as far as I 
could, incidentally, the principles of biblical 
interpretation, and give specimens of their use 
in application to the prominent texts, on which 
my opponent and all Trinitarians mainly rely 
for the support of their doctrine, leaving it for 
him and them, under the guidance of the same 
principles, to explain many other passages of 
less importance, which I have not had time to 
notice. 


I beg you, further, to consider, that probably 
the larger, much the larger part of our auditors, . 
have come here already believing the doctrine 
that has been the subject of discussion ; hoping 
and expecting that my opponent would easily 
establish the proposition he offered to maintain, 
and as easily expose my error. They came here, 
taught from their childhood that there is a 
Trinity of persons in the one God ; accepting 
the philosophy of that theological system which 
rests upon that strange dogma; and familiar 
with the common acceptation of those texts of 
Scripture which are usually alleged in its sup- 
port. Nay, more, sir, is it not probable that 
many have come to this discussion their minds 
pre-occupied with a horror of Unitarianism, as 


I congratulate you, sir, and my respected au-|if it were the doctrine of devils! How, then, 


ditors, that this protracted discussion is to close | could it be expected that I should content my- 
to-night. Not that I have said all that Ishould|self with barely replying to such arguments as 
wish to say upon the subject we have had inde-|My opponent might see fit to urge in behalf of 
bate. Far otherwise, regret to leave many |his proposition. Icame not here to measure 
topics so partially developed as I have been|My skill with Mr. Lee’sas a tactician in debate. 
obliged to leave them, because I fear my mean-jI came, sir, to do ‘what the eccasion might per- 
ing cannot be fully apprehended. But we have mit me, to unfold, and establish a great truth, 
made too large a demand upon your time and that has been obscured and almsot put out of 
patience, sir, and upon the public attention. |sight by the theology of the Churches. It has 
With sincere thanks to you, therefore, for the|been indispensably necessary that I should 
patient and impartial manner in which you have point out and hold up to view the exceeding in- 
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consistencies, contradictions, and absurdities in- 
volved in the proposition my opponent had un- 
dertaken to maintain—The Ist Article of the 
creed of his own Church, and of most of the 
orthodox Churches in the land. 

It has been necessary for me to expose the er- 
roneous principle of interpretation applied by 
my friend to the Scriptures he has quoted: to 
show you that very distinguished Trinitarian 
writers have differed from him, as widely as I 
do, in their understanding of those Scriptures ; 
and not to conceal from our auditors the fact 

“that the Scriptures themselves have been cor- 
rupted by some man, or men, in olden times, to 
favor the doctrine of the Triune God. 

This has been tacitly acknowledged by my 
friend, in respect to the famous text, Ist John, 
vy. 7, “ There are three that bear record in Hea- 
ven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ; 
and these three are one.” 

If he had been able to vouch for the genuine- 
ness of this text, he would not have failed to 
quote it, as it would have been more to his pur- 
pose than any he has been able to adduce. 

All these necessary incidentals have occupied 

much time that might otherwise have been de- 
voted directly to answering Mr. Lee’s argu 
ments and proof texts. But I trust, sir, that 
- by pursuing the course I have taken, I have put 
some who have heard me into possession of facts 
that will enable them to discover for themselves 
the truth on this great subject. 

Mr. Lee has repeatedly more than intimated 
that my logic was defective. Sir, I have not so 
much confidence in logic as many seem to have. 
Logicians have played, and do play, such queer 
. pranks with the truth, that I distrust them. 
When a logician proves, as the ablest one of our 
day has done, that there never was such a man 
as Napoleon Bonaparte—though I am aware he 
is only showing what logical argumentation 
can do, he makes me feel afraid to rely upon an 
instrument that can be wielded against the most 
palpable truths almost as successfully as against 
the deadliest errors. When a man proves so 
clearly, as Bishop Berkley did by his logic, that 
there is no external world, that it is only an im- 
pression upon the mind—that even our own ex- 
istence is only an idea, not a reality--I'am as 
sure that he is mistaken as I am that I have a 
body anda mind. Shoulda man succeed in 
proving by his logic, that in the one living and 
true God there are three equal, infinite and 
eternal persons, and yet but one, I am as confi- 
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dent that he is in error as I am that Mathemat- 
ics is a more exact science than logic : that num- 
bers convey more definite ideas than words. 
And should a man prove by the mighty logic 
of Dr. Edwards, or Mr. Finney, that such are 
the divine decrees, and the fore-ordination of 
God, and the. inexorability of his government, 
and the character of his justice, and the nature 
of man—that the gift of existence will be, to a 
vast majority of the human race, an eternal and 
excrutiating curse, know it would be a lie, as 
certainly as I know that God is true and good. 

Truth, sir, is to be seen, not in a factitious 
glare, which an able reasoner may throw around 
it, but in the clear light that shines forth from 
itself. Truth is in its very nature luminous. It 
is an emanation from God himself. It is the light 
which-lighteth every man who cometh into the 
world, to the extent that he is able or willing 
to receive St. 


My opponent may be a logician, sir, but what 
has his logic proved? what can it prove against 
the simple statement of the contradiction and 
absurdity inherent in the proposition he has un- 
dertaken to defend? This doctrine of the Trin- 
ity was fully defined, and very carefully guard- 
ed at all points, in the creed by the name of St. 
Athanasius, which early in the 5th century of 
the Christian era, was established as the faith 
of the Church, “which except a man believe 
faithfully he cannot be saved.’ The Roman 
Emperor, Theodosius, decreed its truth ; and all 
the powers of the State combined to enforce it 
For centuries opposition was, pretty much si- 
lenced, or was heard only in the murmers of in- 
dividual discontent, from time to time, through 
the long ages of darkness that ensued. At the 
revival of learning, and under the quickening 
influence of the Protestant Reformation, the 
discussion of this doctrine was renewed. Some 
of the greatest biblical scholars, and, at the 
same time, according to the confession of their 
enemies, some of the purest and most pious of 
the contemporaries of Luther and Calvin, op- 
posed the doctrine of the Trinity 3 and since 
that day the doctrine has been stated and be- 
lieved in almost as many different ways as there 
are words in the proposition. So that it were 
very unsafe to pretend to know what a man 
rewlly believes, because he professes to believe 
in the Trinity. 


Strange as you may think it, the difference o 
belief, between my brother Lee and myself, is 
not quite 60 great as may at first be supposed ; 
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that is, if I understand the concessions he has 
made in the course of our discussion. 

Mr. Lee—I have made no concessions. 

Mr. May—I think it will appear that you have 
made some important ones. 

~ We each of us differ from the Arians, who 
believe that Christ was a pre-existent, superan- 
gelic being, more than we differ from each other 
Mr. Lee believes, as he has said here again and 
again, that Jesus Christ was a man, as much as 
Ido. Both of us maintain, that he had a hu- 
man body and a human soul; that he was 
‘subject to our physical infirmities, and “ wes 
‘tempted in all points like as we are.” Then 
-on the other hand, I believe as much as he does, ' 
that God was with Jesus; that he manifested 
himself to the world in him; spake by his 
mouth, and wrought miraeles at his hand. 

But then my brother assumes that he has the 
more exalted idea of the nature of Christ, inas- 
much as he believes, that God was so united as 
somehow (in a mysterious manner) to con- 
stitute him aperson equal with God. And yet 
I cannot gather from my brother, that he be- 

- lieves the human nature of Christ was convert- 
- ed into Deity by the union. No: all'the while 
that Jesus was on earth, while he was doing the 
works of God (as Mr. Lee alleges) and receiy- 
ing the worship of God, his human nature 
remained the same, liable to hunger, thirst, 
fatigue and death; his soul, so tar from being 
incapable of weve: as the Almighty must 
always be, was agonized in Gethsemane, and 
upon the cross. Certainly the body that died, 
and the soul that was in agony could not have 
been in any sense the eternal, unchangeable 
Jehovah ; and if I undersfand my brother, he 

acknowledges that they were not, but were 
parts only of the human nature of Christ. 


Therefore, Sir, not to speak again of the wn- 
intelligibility of Mr. Lee’s hypothesis, I am 
unable to sée, that there is any thing in it, by 
which Christ is exalted higher than he is by the 
doctrine which I maintain. For I believe that 
Jesus of Nazareth, having a material body and 
a human soul like any other man, in which he 
suffered physical pain and mental anguish, was 
yet a man sanctified, endued with the spirit of 
God not by measure, and sent into the world 
to redeem it. I believe that he performed the 


/and divine power. 





wonderful works, and evinced the divine wis- 
dom, which are attributed to him in the New 
Testament, which no one could have done, 
4 except God had been with him.” 

You see then, I do not believe, as Mr. Lee 
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has often alleged, that the Saviour was a mere 
man, but a man endowed with divine wisdom 
And I put my trust notin . 
what was merely human in him, but in what 
was evidently divine. Now I ask if my friend 
Lee has a faith, which either intelligibly or 
practically amounts to any more? If he has, 


-|he certainly bas not made it appear in this 


discussion, He and all other Trinitarians seem, 
to me to be clinging to an inexplicable idea of 
something, which they, call “the two natures 
of Christ,” or what some used to call a hypos- 
tatic union, which is a very convenient phrase 
to signify they know not what, 

In answer to my question the other evening, 
‘in what sense was Christ the Son of God?’ 
Mr. Lee replied “‘ in what sense is any Christ- 
ian a child of grace, a son of God, who is 
begotten by the Holy Ghost?” Verily I think ‘ 
that answer implies that, after all, brother 
Lee’s idea of the sonship of Christ is very much 
like my own. 

Here some may be ready to inquire, why, if 
I see the difference between my Trinitarian 
neighbors’ faith and my own ‘to be, after all, 
not so very great as has been supposed,—why 
Iam so out-spoken and earnest in my opposi- . 
tion to their doctrine of the tri-one God? I 
answer first, because, unscriptural, irrational 
and utterly unintelligible as that doctrine is, 
they make more account of it, than of all 
Christ’s preaching and character. They regard 
a man’s belief of this doctrine, or assent to it, 
as a better evidence of his soundness in faith, 
than the most upright conduct, and the mgst 
benevolent affections, manifested by him in all 
the relations and intercourses of life. ~ They 
throw distrust upon the only test of a true faith. 
which Jesus proposed, when he said “by their 
fruits ye shall know them ;” and set up a test 
of admission into the Christian Church, and of 
acceptance with God, which was no where pre- 
scribed by Christ or his apostles ; and which is 
no evidence of righteousness of life, or holiness 
of heart. 

The second reason for my opposition to this 
doctrine of the three-one God, is that it is made 
the basis of a system of doctrines, which has as 
little resemblance to Christianity, as any thing 
that can be found in the theologies of the heath- 
en world; a system of doctrines, in which the 
character of God is fearfully misrepresented ; 
the nature of man frightfully distorted or car- 
icatured ; and the destiny of the greater part 
of the intiad race is declared to be far worse 
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than that of “the brutes which perish ;” a 
system of doctrines, which has alienated from 


Christianity many of the best minds of every | 
age, if it has not driven them into blank infideli- | 


ty—discountenanced the personal, independent, 

thorough study of the Scriptures for oneself, 

and made religion to be too generally consider- 

ed a supernatural condition, that is superin-; 
duced upon the favored few, “ the elect,’’ the | 
number of which was determined before the 

foundation of the world ;.and represents that | 
even they are to be saved not because of any 

faith or good works in them, but wholly in) 
consideration of the righteousness of Chrigt 

imputed to them, or in some inexplicable man- 

ner transferred to them; so that this system of 
theology has made the righteousness of men, 

(their individual and joint efforts to do the will 

and accomplish the purposes of God,) of little | 
or no consequence, compared with their accept- | 
ance of this dismal creed of the churches. 

The Gospel of Christ has been supplanted by | 
this theology of the Christian Fathers of the 

third and fourth centuries, and the work of the} 
Lord has been every where hindered. 

I rejoice to acknowledge that many, who have 
been entangled by their education in the intri- 
eacies of this labyrinth of inconsistencies, have 
yet been so affected by the divine precepts and 
the perfect character, and simple doctrines of 
Christ, that they have listened to the responses 
of the spirit in their own hearts, and have be- 
come likewise the dear children of God, true 
Christians. But the number of these is every 
where far less, than it’ would have been, if all 
of Christianity and nothing of Calvinism had 
been every where, preached and inculeated. 
The dark system of: theology, however, still | 
stands dominant in most of the churches, and 
diffuses a baleful influence throughout Christ- 
endom. 


Within the last sixty or seventy years, this 
system of terrible error has been more vigor- 
ously assailed than ever before in England and 
this country ; and, aided as the assault hag been 
by improvements in the education of the peo-| 
ple, and changes for the better in man’s notions 
of civil government, an impression not to be 

effaced has been made upon this citadel of or- 
' thodoxy. Man’s attention has been directed 
more than ever to the practical requirements 
of Christianity. And just within the period I 
have named more has been done directly than 
ever before, since the primitive age of the 





church, to enlighten and save mankind. And, 
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Sir, in the only part of the world where. Uni- 
tarianism has ever attained any thing like the 
ascendency, there, just there (in Boston and its 
vicinity) more plans have been devised for the 
relief of suffering humanity, and more has been 
done in their behalf, than any where else. 

Nevertheless, Sir, the system of Calvinism so 
called still remains, upheld by all the power of 
the Papal Church, domicilated as the depend- — 
encies of that church are in every part of the 
world ; upheld by the Church of England, sus- 
tained as itis by that mighty monarchy ;, up- 
held in our country by the offspring of the 
English establishment—tbe Episcopal Church ; 
and upheld by the venerable Presbyterian 
Chureh; and by the Methodist and Baptist 
Churches that give it aqualified support. True, 
Professor Maurice of England, and Prof. Cros- 
by of New Hampshire, and Dr. Bnshnell of 
Hartford, and Prof. Fitch of New Haven, and 
Dr. Beeeher of Boston, and others, have each 
and all from within, made great breeches in the 
foundations of this system of error. Still it 
stands; and so long as it stands in the holy , 
place,where the Gospel of Christ alone should be 
enshrined, solong ought the ministers of Christ 
to assailit. My brother frankly acknowledges 
to me, that the creeds of the Presbyterian and 
Episcopal churches are stated in language, 
which has become obsolete. ‘No Trinitarian,’” 
to use his own words, “‘can be found, who if 
he were called upon to state his views, would 
state them in the exact language of either of 
those creeds.’?’ Why, then, should those creeds 
be retained a day oranhourlonger? Let them 
be laid away amorfg the things of the past ; 
and let the people, all the people, be encour- 
aged and assisted to study the Bible and the 
volumes of nature and providence, “ remem-. 
bering’? in the words of the venerable John 
Robinson in his parting charge to the church, 
that came to Plymouth, ‘that there is more 
light yet to break out from them all;’’ and 
assured that he who shall learn from them to 
love truth and hate error ; to dread all wrong, 
and try to practise all righteousness, to recog- 
nize impartially all the rights of al] his fellow 
men; to abhor oppression and cruelty, and love 
justice and mercy ;—in a word, he who shall 
haye so learnt, as “to deny ungodliness and 
worldly lusts, and to live soberly, righteously 
and godly in this present world,” he, and he 
only, has learnt that, which has made him wise 
unto salvation, let his theological opinions be 
what they may. ' 
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: ORR, ‘tite's second Speed. 


As a matter of course, it is. impossible for 


me.now to; give particular attention to the point: | 


my. opponent may make in his last addresses. 
For I have now before me more “than matte: 
enough to occupy. the time allotted me, and 
may be compelled to overrun my time, or trans- 
cend the limits agreed on. 


Before: resuming my reply to points made 
previously |by Mr. May, I remark; that it is’ my 
last-address.)I: have’ no opportunity to reply 
to anything’ he may say in his closing speech. 
It is always “understood however, that mo nen 
matter/is to be: introduced : in: the closing ad- 
dress, and Ihave no doubt that ‘my’ friend 
willabide this universally recognized rule. J 
donot know what he may have to offer in his 
last: remarks, but Lam quite sure that he will 
not:do me any harm, he will not certainly break 
‘any of my bones! It is notin his heart. And 
Task» my audience if he advances any argu- 
ments that I have not examined, that they wil! 
take it for granted, that if I had the opportuni- 
ty. I would examine them and use them up just 
as carefully, tenderly and softly as I have used 
upvall the arguments I have noticed. 


There is one point more I wish to notice. 
The other evening Mr. May passed over mj 
rejoinder to his exposition of the temptation o! 
the Saviour, and instead of answering my argu- 
ments announced that he would repeat a ser- 
mon in his own church on next Sunday evening 
I have of course no objection to his repeating 
his sermon once, twice or thrice. Nor do] 
complain that he has transferred a portion o/ 
this discussion to his own pulpit; but seeing 
that he has led off inthis direction, I too will 
announce asermen. On next Sabbath evening 
{ will preach a sermon’ in the First Presbyte 
rian church on the existence ‘and influence o! 
Devils. I will now resume my remarks where 
they were suspended at the close of my first 
eperch. 

“Gan! This view of, pardon which I aie advo- 
cated on the ground of the atonement, does not 
represent God as.a tyrant, but. magnifies his 
goodness and love: 

John iii. 16: “For God so loved the world 
that he gave his'only ‘begotten Son, that who- 
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soevel believeth in hit, sil not perish tut 


vave everlasting life.” -y." cane 
These are the words of’ Grist himse a 
will ‘weigh with my friend. In perfect harmo. 


ny with this are the words of Paul. 


e us 
¢. 1 Be, 


“For when we were yet without strength, in. 


due time Christ died for the ungodly. For 


scarcely for a righteous man, will one die ; yet 


peradyenture for a good man some would even... 


lare_ to die. But God commendeth his love |. 


toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, 
Uhrist died for us. 


iow justified by his blood, we shall be saved 


‘rom wrath through him, . For if, when we. 


were enemies, we were reconciled to: God. by. 
the death of his Son, much more, being recon= 
ciled, we shall be saved by his life.” Rom, v. 6, 
3491.20. 


The love of God is seen in the gift: of shjas 
Son to suffer'and die, and the loye of Christ: is» 


seen in his voluntary death.for.us., As Paul 
exclaims “‘ For the love of Christ constraineth 


us ; because we thus judge, that if one died,for.) 


all, then were all dead : And: that, he, died for 


all, that. they which live should not henceforth »: 


live unto themselves, but unto him which died - 
for them, and rose again.” :2 Cor. v.14, 15.° 

And that his death for all was-an equal man-, 
ifestation of the love of the Father has not only.» 
been proved, but is declared, | Heb. ii. 9.2.4 Buty 
we.see Jesus, who was made alittle lower than ' 
the angels, for the suffering of death, crowned) 
with glory and honor; that.he by the grace of; 
God should taste death for eyery man.” 

The tasting of death was. not of hatred, but: 
of the grace of God. It was by. the grace of; 
God that he tasted death for every man. | But) 
my friend says it is cruelty, if he died for sin- 
ners. Then isthe Bible wrong, or cruelty and, 
grace are the same thing. 

But if, this be cruelty, we have more revela- 
tions of God’s cruelty, and that.tooin the words! 
of Jesus Christ. 

My friend denied twice ‘during his argument) 
that Christ in any one text represented bimself’ 
as coming to die for sinners, or that he‘ repre- 
sented his death as the ground ofhope. 

Mr. May here “said—“ Oh no, I did not sai 
so. Isaid there was no text saying tha he’ 
came to die as a substitute for sinners, 


Much more then, being). 


> 


that I might take it again. 
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Mr. Lee.—TI think you said the other too. 

Mr. May.—No, I did not say so. 

Mr. Lee—It amounts to the same thing. | 
Mr, May meant to deny that he did come as @ 
substitute. 

Mr. May.—Oh no, it does not amount to the 
same thing. 

Mr. Lee continued. 

How strange did this sound, ‘after I had quo- 
ted and commented upon the text which affirms 
that he “came to give his life a ransom for 
many?” This text is found, Matt. xx. 28; 
Mark x. 45. 

“T am the good shepherd : the good shepherd 
giveth his life for the sheep. Therefore doth 
my Father love me, because I lay down my life 
No man taketh 
it‘ from me, but I lay it down of myself. I 
have power'tc lay it down, and I have power 
to’take it again.” This commandment have I 
received of my Father.” John x. 11, 17, 18. 

‘This text niakes several points. 

(1. ) It proves that Christ did give itis life 
for-men.: 

(2.) It proves that his death was voluntary. 
“No man taketh it from me, I lay it down of 
myself.” 

(3.) It proves that he and the Father were 
united in this sacrifice of himself for ‘the sheep,” 
that is men. “Therefore doth my Father love 
me becuuse I lay down my life for.the sheep.” 
If'this is ‘cruelty, as my friend represents, then 
God delights in cruelty, insomuch that he loves 
the Son’ because he voluntarily submits to be 
tortured.” | You see, therefore, that the war of 
my friend is not so much with me as with God 
the Father, and with his Son our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 


“But Ihave not done with his denial ‘that 


Christ taught that he came to die, and that 


his death is our only ground of hope. 

eT am the living bread which came down 
from heaven : if any man eat of this bread, he 
shall live forcver: and the bread that I will 
give is my flesh, which I will give for the lil 
of the’ world. John vi. 51. 

Christ gave his flesh and his blood for the o! 
world by dyitig, in which his body was. broken 
and his blood spilt. This is further proved by 
‘the sacramental supper instituted by his own 
hand. 
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«And, ag they were eating, Jesus took bread, 
and blessed zt, brake it, and gave it, to the 
| disciples, and said, take, eat ; this is my body, 
And he took the cup, and gave thanks, and 
gave it to them, saying, drink ye all ofit: For 
this is my blood of the new testament Which 
is shed for many for the remission of sins.” 
Matt. xxvi. 26, 27, 28. 

And as they did eat, Jesus took bread, and 
blessed and brake it. and gave to them, and 
said, take, Jeat ; this is my body. And he took 
the cup; and when he given thanks. he gave 
it to them: and they all drank of it. And 
he said unto them, this is my blood of the - 
new testament, which is shed furmany. Mark 
xiv. 22, 23, 24. } 

“And he took bread, and gave thanks, and 
brake zt, and gave unto them, saying, this is - 
my body which is given for you : this do in re- » 
membrance of me. Likewise also the cup after 
supper, saying, this cup is the new testament 
in my blood, which isshed for you. Luke xxii. 
16, 20. 

These texts occurring in three of the gospels 
cannot be disputed. They teach beyond the 
power of doubt that Christ did represent him- 
self as dying for the sins of men. “This is my 
blood which is shed for the remission of sins,”’ 
cannot mean anything less, than that he died to 
procure the pardon of sinners. That it was 
understood in this sense is clear from the man- 
ner in which it is applied in the epistles and 
acts of the apostles. 

-My friend virtually admitted that the doc- 
trine is taught in the epistles, yet he felt at 
liberty to reject it because as he assumed, it 
is not taught in the words of Christ. I have 
now proved that it is taught in the words of 
Christ, and heuce, the doctrine as found in the 
epistles is to be looked upon, as the apostolic 
comment upon and application of the teachings 
of Christ. 

I will quote but a few texts as time is short. 

The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not 
the communion of the blood of Christ? The 
oread which we break, is it not the communidn 
of the body of Christ. 1 Cor. x. 16. 

“For I have received of the Lord that which 
also I delivered unto you, that the Lord Jestis,” 
the same night in which he was betrayed, took 
bread: And, when he had- given thanks; ‘he: 
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brake it, and said, take, eat; this is my body, 
which is broken for you : this do in rembrance 


of me. After the same manner also he took 
the cup, when he had supped, saying, this cup 


is the new testament in my blood; this do ye, 
as oft as ye drink zt, in remembrance of me. 
For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this 
cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come. 
Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this bread, and 
drink this cup of the Lord, unworthily, shall 
be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord.” 
1 Oor. xi. 23, 24, 25, 26, 27. 

The expression, “‘I'his cup is the New Testa- 
ment in my bleod,” explains the whole mytter. 
Testament means covenant, which was sealed 
and rendered effectua! by his blood. | 'The whole 
sacramental scene becomes a farce if Christ did 
not die tor the sins of men. Que text trom 
Paul. 

“ Moreover, brethren, | adler unto you the 
gospel which I preached unto you, which also 
ye have received, and wherein ye stund: By 
which also ye are saved, if ye keep in memory 
what I preached unto you, unless ye have be- 
lieved in vain. For I delivered unto you first 
of all that which I also -received, how that 
Christ died for our sins according to the Scrip- 


~ tures.”—1 Cor. xv. 1-3. 


Mr. May affirmed that the Jews did not be- 
lieve in the dvetrine of © vicarious sacrifice as 
the ground of pardon. Well, I have proved 
that Christ taught it, and now I will notice 
what they did believe. 


rors, but amid their errors there were some 


glimpses of truth. One of their Prophets said 
of Christ : 

“ Yet it pleased the Lord to bruise him; he 
hath put Aim to grief: when thou shalt make 
hig soul an offering for sin, he shall see Ais seed, 
he shall prolong his days, and the pleasure of 
the Lord shall prosper in his hand.”—Isa. liii. 
10. 

“ And one of them named Caiaphas, being 
the high priest that same year, said unto them, 


_ Ye know nothing at all, Nor consider that’ it 


is expedient for us that one man should die for 
the people, and that the whole nation perish 
not. And this spake he not of himself: but, 


being high priest that year, he prophesied that 


Jesus should die for that nation; And not for 


“that nation only, but that also he should gather 
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together in one the children of God that were 
scattered abroad.”—John fi, 49-52. _ 

This speaks for itself without ees from 
me. 

The argument in proof that Christ did die 
for the sins of men is now placed beyond the 
power of contradiction, by those who prefend 
to believe the Scriptures. 

He may talk of its injustice and cr uelty, Sut A 
that is only to talk against, God and his plan 
of saving the world; and when” ‘be declared 
that it would be mean to accept ¢ ot ‘pardon on 
such ground, he spit in theface of God Al- 
mighty’s offer of mercy through Jesus Christ. 

In reply to that, I can only say with the 
deepest sorrow in the language cf Paul :— 

«“ Beware therefore, lest that some upon you 
which is spoken of in the prophe:s ; Behold, ye 
despisers, and wonder, and perish: for T work 
a work in your days, a work which ye shal! in 
no wise believe, thongh a man declare it unto 
;you.”’—Acte xill. 40, 41. 

I cannot refrain from noticing the represen 
tation that the goodness and mercy of God is 
a safe refuge for sinners without the death of 
Christ. For pure and sinless beings, the good- 
ness of God is enough, but with sinners it is 
otherwise. ‘T'he representations of the Serip™ 
tures are enough to alarm you if you will but 
heed them. 

God spared not the angels that sinned but 
cast them down to hell, and delivered into 





They were full of er-/chains of darkness to be reserved unto judg- 


ment. He spared not the old world. 

He poured a storm of fire and brimstone, 
upon Sodom and the cities of the plain and 
burned them up. 

‘Upon the wicked he shall rain snares, fire 
and brimstone. and a horrible’ tempest’: this 
shall be the portion of their cup. For the 
righteous Lord loveth righteousuess ; his coun- 
tenance doth behold the upright.” —Ps. ji. 6, 7. 

‘Of their Jot it is said: 

«Where their worm dieth not.” ‘ Depart 
ye cursed” is the sentence. \“'I'hese shall ge 
away” it is said. 

When the Lord Jesus shall be revealed hia : 
heaven in flaming fire taking vengeance on them 
that know not God and obey not the serey of 
our Lord Jesus Christ. 

Such is the view of the Scriptures respecting 
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4, The atonement has been, _ denied as, held 
by. the saints in life, trusted, in death, and sung: 
in heaven— Unto, bin that loved, us and hath 
washed.us from, our sins, in his own plood: ; sbe 
glory and dominion, forever,; thou art, worthy xe 
| for thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us, to 
|God by thy ‘blood.” 

These absurd and, fatal positions pelt fe 
assailed, exposed and overthrown....L have not 
failed to look his argumentsjand, positions , full 
in the face; I have not. shunned them as, he, has 
many of mine. J-have not found it necessary © 
to attack the Bible as he has.done. .J vhave 
not attempted to explain away a. single. text,. 
or make it appear that, any text does not mean 
what it appears to say. , L have. answered all 
the questions he has seen fit tovask, nor haye I 
murmnred,or complained that he drew jout,;of 
me whaq I would otherwise have concealed and 












the fate of, those who will not obey the gospel, 
“of our Lord Jesus, or who presumptously peril 

_ their s souls on the assumed sufficiency of the 
mercy of God without an atonement for sin. 

I shall be obliged to omit, my summing up 
for want of time. I had prepared a recapitu- 
__ lation of my entire argument. . I had also pre- 

pared a summary of the points I, haye.made to | 
_which there has been no, attempt even at reply. 
Bat these must. all be omitted. And I. progeed 
“to the concluding thoughts. 

situa But what, | have been the principles developed, 

“and the positions taken in the fruitless straggle 
“against my theory and the arguments by which 
Thave maintained it ? 

Bah its fs systematic views have been advanced, 
constituting a harmonious, whole of Christian- 
ity, upon which a thinking mind can take hold 

138, the souls sure anchor, and safely swing off 
‘from times narrow shores upon the broad bosom | what tends to. prejudice my.cause with the peo- 

of an untried eternity. Negative propositions | ple. n laqRog 
have been the principal developements, .and the |, ‘hea now I asks no ‘eredit. 3 uti ‘Ido 
only faith that has been clearly brought to|not claim for myself the honor of a triumph, I 

_ light, is a trust in all unbelief. claim it for the truth. Whatadvantage I,may 

_, ,2, The sacred record has been invaded ; text | have had in, the argument I want,it to be put 
after text has been explained away, whole|down to the credit of truth, and not to »my 
chapters have been blotted out; the authenti-|credit. Who,am I to,, defend. God’s truth? I 
city of whole books has been questioned and|know my incompetency too. well, to take. any 
the Bible has been pronounced a book of er jcredit to myself. Had I enjoyed the: adyanta- 
ror ‘|ges of .my friend in early. life, it might .have 

Mr, May said—No that was not what I said |made me self-confident ; but I came, not. upto 

_ I said; that there were errors in the Bible. __ |the grapple laden with. classic , love, gathered 

Mr. Lee—Then it is a book of errors if there from collegiate bowers. ., “ 


are errors init. It amounts to the same. thing.| was thrown an orphan: boy | seed the ea 
Mr. May—No, it is a different thing. 


[bosom of, the world among; strangers, at the 
oo» 8 The Saviour of mankind has been de|tender age of twelve years, since which’ time I 
nied a pre-existence and a divine, nature—has|have not had a father’ to guide my footsteps, 
been dismantled of all that issuperhuman, and|nor a mother to smooth my. pillow, or to! wipe 
_ placed before the worldas the natural Son of|away my falling tears. . J neverhad.the adyan 
Joseph and Mary, born after the flesh,.a mere}tages of 2 common school, ‘I learned| my. let- 
man. ‘There has been presented in the place|ters where they had.been cut for me with; a 
‘of) that almighty every, where. omnipresent }penknife upon a shingle in the woods. All I 
Saviour, who declares himself in. every assem-|know and all I have of literature and, science. 
bly, aud always with his ministerseven unto|I have acquired by private study, and, it.has 
othe end of the world, a man of the stature of|been the price.of many, a weary yhour ,and 
one of us, who can be in but one place at the|many a midnight lamp, which never burned.so 
vsame-time, presenting only a human arm for|brightly asthe love of ica and. aig 
othe whole world to hang their hopes upon, and|my soul. 
‘toleam: upon in. suecessive millions as they}. And now God hears main cens; thet I pal 
tread the gloomy vale and go down! into» :the|sooner sink into non-existence, than, todeny the 
waters of death. ‘truth, or withhold my hand from its defenge,,or 
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allow it to suffer through my fault. It was this 


thought myself able of myself, but I felt that 
truth was assailed, and that was enough, aud 


ever has been enough to call me forth and ever 
~ shall be, until death sets his signet silenton my 
dips.’ 


“u 


MR. MAY’S SECOND SPEECH. 


Expressing once more the hope that you and 
all others will comptre what [ have said with 


“ what my opponent in this discussion has said, 
* on all points, | have but a word in reply to his 


be 


» Lee. 


last remarks. 

Tam not surprised at the little impression my 
arguments seem to have mad upon my brother 
2. I sball not be surprised to learn that ma- 

ny who have attended this discussioa, have 
‘gone away unchanged in their opinion. Most 
of our auditors have been educated to believe 


‘the dogmas [ have pronounced erroneous, and 
’ T know full well how tenacious we are of what 
we ‘learnt in our childhood. Ask the missionu 


ries, who have gone and spent scores of years 
in trying to convert to Christianity the most 


“enlightened people of India, why thvy have 


- made so little impression there, and they will 
tell you (will they not?) that their auditors 
were educated to believe just those things which 


b! ‘Christianity prononuces erroneous. This is the 
‘ difficulty I am contending against. 


_ Lshall not deny that my literary advantages 
in early life were, as Mr. Lee has alleged they 
were, greater than his. I hope I am not un- 


““gratefal to God, and to my earthly parents, who 
“gave me what I enjoyed. 


Bat, sir, asit now seems to me, the greatest fa- 
yor bestowed upoa me in early life, for which | 
cannot be thankful enough, was that I was never 
required to learn “‘ the Assembly’s Catechism,”’ 


* or anything like that digest of unintelligibili- 


‘ 


ties. WhenI see what shackles that kind o. 
teaching puts upon the intellevts, what fetters 


‘ pot the hearts of many of the wisest and best 
0 


° "pat into it, 


people: when I hear the confessions of those 
who have broken out of that enclosure, I re- 
joice with unspeakable joy, that 1 was never 


~~ No, sir, my parents led me to read the Scrip. 


tures, and read them to me; especially such 
parts as I could most easily understand, more 
especially the gospel narratives, And that is 
the reason, probably, why I now believe that 


true Christianity is to b: learnt from the 


“words, and. seen in the lit and character of 
Jesus Christ. ‘ 
The crowning error of that system, on which 


- I commented so freely when I was up before, is 


the Doctrine of Atonement —the doctrine which 


“teaches, if I understand Mr. Lee and many o 


the approved expositors of the orthodox faith. 
the doctrine which teaches that the righteous- 
ness.of Christ (the second person of the God- 


“head,)-has been accepted as a substitute for the 


righteousness of men; and that his death, 
(though it was the death of only his human na- 
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ture,) was received as a satisfaction for the sins 
of the world, or at least of the elect. , 

If any doctrine could be devised that should 
excuse men from all efforts‘on their own behalf, 
{know not wherein it would differ from this. 
Why should we attempt to pay over again a 
debt that has once been discharged? Why 
should we attempt to acquire any righteousness 
of our own. if the righteousness of the all-per- 
fect‘one has been substituted for any that we 
may, or may not. obtain? 

There is not timé now to examine this doc- 
trine thoroughly. nor is it the topic of this dis- 
cussion. It was introduced by my brother Lee 
as the sixth and last reason why he must believe 
in the deity of Christ. because the world needed 
such a one to be a substitute—a satistaction—-—a 
propitiation with the Father. Nothing else, he 
insisted, could save men. He declared that he, 
himself. has no other hope but in the atonement, 
which Christ made by his death. 

I hope you will consider the exposition I gave 
vou last evening. of a different doctrine taught 
by Moses, the Psalmists, the Prophets, John the 
Baptist, Jesus Christ himself aud his Apostles 
in their sermons, as recorded in the book of 
Acts. If this doctrine be true, it rests mainly, 
if not wholly, upon the authority of a few pas- 
sages, which are found in the epistles, in the ar- 
guments of Pauland Apollos. to persuade their 
countrymen, the Jews. to accept the gospel in 
all its ‘simplicity, instead of the law and the 
Ritual of Moses. 

I gave you. the last evening we were togeth- 
er, what I believe to be the clue to the right ex- 
position of all those passages. You cannot ap- 
preciate its applicability unless you will study 
the Scriptures. 

As to the text in Isaiah liii.5,“He was wound- 
ed for our transgressions, he was bruised for our 
iniquities, the chastisement of our peace Was 
upon him, and with his stripes we are healed.’ 
I need only say, that these words have an obvi- 
ous signification, which is perfectly consistent 
with my ideas of the efficacy of the sufierings 
and death of Christ. -‘ Surely,” as the prophet 
says in the preceding verse, “ he hath borne our 

riefs and carried our sorrows.” ’ 

That Matthew understood this language in 
the same sense that I do. is very apparent to me 
from the language in which he quotes this senti- 
ment. Matthew viii..17, “Himself took ourin- 
armities, and bare our sicknesses.” Here, I 
think that the intimation is plain enough that, 
as a physician of the body, while he sympathis- 
es with the sufferings of his patients, by his 
skill in the use of remedies and a proper regt- 
men, may bear off from them their diseases——so 


Christ, the physician of the soul, by his pre-, 


<criptions to a wounded conscience, and the spir- 
itual regimen he prescribes, will bear away from 
those who follow his instructions, the.sins which 
are the infirmities and sicknesses of the soul. 
In our Daily Journal, of 10th of Jan. last, 
there was a very valuable article published on 
the Atonement, containing in the brief space 
which it ocoupied, a great deal of information 
on the rise and original meaning of this doc- 


‘trine. I wish that article, or a somewhat more 


, 
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extended one by the same writer might be pub- 
lished just now, in order to give you facts and 
hints, for which I have no room here. 

The atonement ought to be the subject of a 
_ public discussion not less protracted, and more 
thorough, than this has been. 

The great error of the whole orthodox doc- 
trine is that itimplies, that the effects of Christ’s 
suffering and death were wrought upon the 
mind of God, or upon the administratioa of bis 
moral government ; inducing him to show a 
Mercy to men, which otherwise he could not 
have shown. Now all this goes plainly on the 
untenable supposition. that there was some- 
thing in the disposition of the Heavenly Father, 
or the principles of his government, that need- 
ed to be mollified. Whereas all that is or ever 
was, or ever will be, in the way of mun’s re- 
conciliation to God. (** who is kind even to the 
evil and. unthankful” and “ more ready to for- 
give our sins than we are to seek forgiveness,’’) 
is man’s own wickedness. perverse disobedience. 
That removed, reconciliation with God ensues 
at once; for ‘he desireth not the death of a 
sinner but rather that he would turn to him 
and live,’’ 


Then it is for men’s own good. that this re- 
peatanca, this change of beart ‘and character 
should be required of him and\wrought in him 
Escaping, from the punishment of sin, is not 
halt so mveh to be desired as escape from the 
sin itself, and all its horrid effects upon the 
soul. Oar orthodox theologians seem to treat 
the sins of men against God very much as our 
lawyers treat the crimes of men against society. 
They lebor on the oue hand to convict an ac- 
cused man that he may be punished ; and on 
the other hand to procure his acquital, that he 
muy escape punishment. Now. if a man has 
committed a crime against society. and society 
regarded and treated every offender as he should 
be treated, ihen the best good, that could be 
done to the criminal himself, would be to as- 
certain bis guilt, that he might be subjected to 
such a course of moral discipline, as would 
restore him to his own approbation and the 
confidence of his fellow men. Now this. which 
certainly is not done, and many say cannot be | 
done, under human goaernments, can and will 
be done under the perfect government of God. 
‘Therefore there can be nothing in the conse- 
quences of sin here or hereafter so bad, so much 
to be dreaded as the sin itself. That is the 
sickness, the leprosy of the soul. That is it. 
that unfits us for the society of God and his 
angels. Now I hold that the great good which 
Christ came to do for men was to cure them of 
their sins. As Peter declared (Acts iii. 26) 
God sent bis son Jesus Christ “ to bless you, in| 
turning away every one of you from his iniqui- 
ties.” He can do us no higher good than this. 
To procure us a pardon, by paying some com- 
pensation to offended justice, while we are left 
still alienated from the right, and the God of 
righteousness, would be to confer upon us no 
substantial benefit. 


No, my friends, St. Paul in his Epistle to 
Titus, bas put this matter in a very mach bet- 
ter light than my brother Lee. He there says 
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(chap. ii. 14) that Jesus Christ “ gave himself 
for us, that he might redeem us from all in- 
iguity, and purify unto himself a peculiar peo- 
ple, zealous of good works.’”’ RaW ' 
Yes, he gave Aimself for us, his whole life, 
his whole character ; all the powers of his mind, 
all the affections of his heart were devoted to 
this- great purpose ; to exhibit to man the pow- 
er and the beauty and blessedness of the law of 
perfect righteousness. from obedience to which 
none of us can be exempt, or should wish to be 
exempt ; for it is that law which * rejoiceth the 
heart, and in the keeping of which, there are 
great rewards.” Itis in his life and death as 
a perfect exhibition of true righteousness, that 
we have the highest inducement, the must pow- 
erful influence to give ourselves wholly tu God. 
Many persons have wondered, aud some have 
sneered that we. Unitariaus. have put the Cross 
upon our Church. Sir, it has a great signif- 
cance to us—a significance. which I tear is but 
little understood in the Christian world. It is 
the emblem of self sacrifice; of entire self- 
abandoument to the service of God.and human- 
ity. That is the highest attainmeut of the 
human soul. That was the crowning grace of 
ihe character of Christ. _The glory of the Cross 
isnot yet appreciated. I was sorry to hear my 
brother Lee, last evening, speak so slightingly 
of our Saviour’s conduct in his last hours, and 
in the agony of dying. If Christ were God, his 
suffering in the garden, and his despairing ery 
from the Cross would be inexplicable. for God 
is incapable of suffering, Or if Christ’s h, man 
nature was consciously united with the Deity, 
it would have been sustained as no uncom- 
pouuded man could have beea. It was because 
he was truly a man— because his sufferings were 
so real. and so exquisite, that they are adapted 
to make an impression upon kindred hearts, 
when looked at in their true light, and not. 
through the clondiness of a tactitious theology. 
There was nothing like pusillanimity in the 
conduct of Jesus, as my friend Lee unhappily 
intimated. He had all the tenderness of a 
woman, united to the resolution oa man. He 
shrank from. suffering, but never from duty. 
Not a syllable escaped his lips to qualify the 
offence, which his truth had given to his ene- 
mies. He had no stoical pride, no iron will, no 
nerves of brass to defy the pains of death; but 
he had a faith in God. and a love of the truth, 
and a benevolent regard for man, which never 
faltered. He was true to the last, though his 
cry to God, intimated how extreme his suffer- 
ings were. O, my brother, it seems to.me you 
have yet to learn the significance of the Cross. 
Our Lord’s entire disuse of his miraculous 
powers for his own aggrandizement, or even 
tor the relief of his physical sufferings ; his 
submission to. the death of the Cross, more 
ignominious then, and more excrutiating, than 
that of the gallows is now—a death which he 
might have avoided by a timely compromise of 
his principles, or a slight exertion of his mirac 
ulous power ; the tenderness of his deportment 
towards his disciples ; his loving remembrance 
of his mother ; his prayer for the forgiveness of 
the miserable tools ‘of power, who knew not 


' 
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what they were doing when they nailed him to 
the cross ;—all these things in the midst of 
sufferings, that wrang from him the ery that 
has penetrated the heart of humanity eighteen 
hundred years after it was uttered,—all these 
circumstances together conspire to make the 
death of Jesus such a scene as the world has 
never witnessed, before or since—an example 
of pertect self sacrifice! And the Cross, when 
rightly understood, is the symbol of that high. 
est virtue of the soul. We have placed it on 
our Church as such; hopivg and praying that 
the remembrance of “ Him crucified” may 
awaken in us a spirit like his. 


We regard not the Cross as a memorial of a 
substitute, that was offered for our obedience 
to the Heavenly Father, as a satisfaction to bis 
justice for the violation of hislaws. We donot 
wish a substitute, for. we wish ourselves to be- 
come wholly conformed te God's*will; and if 
afflictions in this life and chastisements in the 
next are seen by our Heavenly Father to be 
neediul for us, to bring us wholly into subordi 
nation to his righteous will, we dare not pray 
to be exempted from any thing, that may be 
needful to that end so devoutly to be wished: 
We do not wish any other being should inter- 

_ pose between us and our Heavenly Father, to 
offer him any satisfaction fur our delinquencies. 
We know we cannot feel any satisfaction with 
ourselves until we have corrected whatever is 
amiss in us ; and we cannot see how a benig- 
nant, holy father can take any satisfaction in 
us, wotil we have become all he has made us 
capable of being. Now for my part, I hope 
and pray, that all God's various discipline may 
be continued through this life, and in the life ot 
come, until he has brought us to be whol] 
Teconciled to all his requirements ; and to find 
our highest delight in obedience to all his 
commands, and in laboring continually to ac 
complish all the purposes of his leve. 


Mr. Lee has endeavored to associate me in 
your minds with Theodore Parker. Of this 1 
do not complain, though it had nothing to do 
with our argument. But why should Mr. Lee, 
and my orthodox neighbors generually, take it 
for granted that my theological opinions are co- 
incident with Mr. Parker's, because I have in 
vited him to preach in my pulpit, and have my- 
self preached in his? I have had the same 
friendly intercourse with Swedenborgian, Meth- 
odist, Baptist, and Presbyterian (or orthodoa 
Coigregationalist) ministers. They have preach 
ed in my pulpit; and I in theirs, yet [ never 
heard the friendly intimation that Mr. May had 
become, or was becoming “ evangelical.” when 
either of these last named exchanges took place 
Why is it, sir, that orthodox people are so mucti 
more ready to think evil than good of a man: 

The ground of my great regard for Mr. Par 
ker, personally, and of my ministeria) inter. 
course with hinr and with some preachers of th: 
different orthodox sects, has not been an agree 
ment in our system of theological belief, s« 
much a8 a mutual recognition of our right to 
differ in. our interpretation of the Bible ; and 
still more. a similar appreciation of the great 
practical purposes of the gospel, aud of the de- 
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mands of our Lord that are upon us all, to co- 
operate with him, and with one another, in the 
redemption of the world from ignorance, sin, 
and misery. When I consider the mental and 
moral darkness that is shut down upon a large 
portion of the children of men, and that over- 
hadows many, even in the most enlightened 
sommunities in Christendom ; when I think of 
end see ‘*the wrong and outrage with which 
aarth is filled,’’ I cannot, will not stop. to seru- 
tinize the thevlogical opinions of a man whom 
I see laboring generously to dispel the dark- 
ness, and to correct the wrong, before I give 
him my right hand of fellowship, if he is wil- 
ling to take it. 

I respect Theodore Parker because he is a 
man of great intellect and of wonderful acqui- 
sitions. I love him, because he consecrates so 
much of his knowledge, his genius, and his elo- 
quence, to the cause of suffering, outraged ha- 
manity. I honor him because he is no respect- 
er of pers: ns—-doth not regard the rich more 
than the poor. As Jesus, our pattern in all 
things, did, so does he assail, most irequently 
and fearlessly, ‘“‘the high and lifted up” ia 
Church and State, because the vicee of the age, 
the giant sin of our times and nation, are en- 
trenched behind their example and influence. 
He is hated, sir in Boston, as our Lord was in 
Jerusalem, not because of his heterodoxy in the- 
ology, I believe, so much as because of his ex- 
posure of the vices of the scribes and pharisees, 
and rulers of the people. 


It has been told you by Mr. Lee, that in speak- 
ing of him once to Mr. Pinney, I called him a 
dear son of God. LIhad entirely forgotten that 
[ had ever allowed myself to speak so extrava- 
gantly in his praise. And yet if I were called 
upon to name those of all the living men I know, 
who most deserve to be called the dear children 
of God, he would be one. Ican think of few 
who should be put before him, or witb him, in 


that denomination, excep: it be William Lloyd- 


Garrison, and Gerrit) Smith, and Wendell Puil- 
lips, and Henry Ward Beecher, and Horace 
Mann, and William H. Furness, and Elihu bur- 
ritt, and William H. Channing, aye, and Lu- 
cretia Mott, and Harriet Beecher Stowe, and 
Antoinette L. Brown, and Lucy Stone, and De- 
bovah Dix, and Sallie Holley, and Abby K. Fosa 
ter. Yes. yes, there are oiber precious souls, 
of both sexes, whom it is my privilege to know 
aud love, that deserve to be placed with these, 
sut they are too numerous to mention now. 
vhey are devoting themselves to the cause of 
crushed humanity, and that is the cause of 
Obrist, yes, that is the cause of Christ: not the 
sustaining of a system of dogmas, devised by 
meu in the 4th or 5th centuries, which, if true, 
would aot comfort the afflicted, nor clothe the 
aaked, nor break the yoke of the euslaved. 


I bave been shocked at some of Mr. Parker’s 
opinions, and some.imes oilended at his way of 
tating truths, but, sir, when I see the tremen- 
lous blows he strikes at the foundation vices of 
‘he Church, the State, and society, 1 respect and 
ove him, his opinions on some points notwith- 
standing, And his opinions, sir. let me add, are’ 
less shocking, less derogatory to God, less dis 
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couraging to man, thrn the doctrines which are 
given usin the Presbyterian Confession of Faith 
and tbe Thirty-nine Articles and Creeds of the! 
Episcopal Church ; doctrines, which, if they 
should be intelligently read to the people, and 
enforced individually upon their reception, as 
the condition of continued membership, would 
empiy those Churches apace, 

When I first heard of you, brother Lee, it was 
a3 aman who had generously espoused the cause 
of the peeled and wretched slaves in our coun- 
try.. I heard of your battling manfully. with 
the Goliah sin of our nation, that has well nigh 
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T with’ yours! I suppose that: i 


just as unlike to mine, as mine: 





your theology is 
BS LO NOUT Re oie tn Wud oii | tugecead 
| (Then turning to the audience) he said: E . 
thank you fellow citizens for your long-con- 
tinued and patient hearing of what we have. 
had to say. I have only to beg of you to read, 
what we haye said, and consider it well that 
you may understand ; compare our doctrines _ 
and arguments with each other as impartially — 
as you may be able, and both with the teach- 
ings of the Bible, and judge for yourselves, 
which of the two is nearer the right. 





subjugated to its base purposes the Church and| 
‘the State, the religion and the politics of the 


country. I heard bow faithfully you were deal- 
ing with that terrible iniquity, as you found. it 
secreted and protected by the great Methodist 





ouganization, to which you then belonged. -I 
learnt how nobly you, with a: few other faithful 
ones, came out from that corrupted body, and 
set up an altar upon which you might, in godly 
sincerity, offer the daily sacrifice of prayer to 
the God of the oppressed. I honored you for 
your fidelity to the right. 

Since you came to this city, I hvve heard of 


your kindnesses to the outcasts—the fugitives 


from our American despotism—how you have 
sheltered them under your roof, fed them at 
your table, and helped them’on their way ‘to 
the land of the free and the asylum of the op: 
pressed.””’ My soul has been drawn towards 
you asa good son of God. 

I cared not mnch to know what your theolog- 
ical opinions might be, to enable me to form an 
estimate of your Christian character, so long as 
I could see the fruits of the spirit of charity in 
your life. And now that I have found, in the 
course of this discussion, what your opinions 
are; although they appear to me very unscrip- 
tural, very irrational, very inconsistent with 
themselves and self-contradictory, still I will 
not withdraw my confidence from you as a man 
and a Christian, so long as I see, that you 
abound in love and good works. And here, 
brother Lee, after all our disputing, is my 
tight hand of fellowship if you are willing to| 
receive it. 





Mr. Lee said—I take your hand, and fellow-|test.” 


ship you asa man and a philanthropist, but I 
have no fellowship with your theology. 


iniated,” read culminated. 
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On the 16th page, first column, 6th’ line; af 
ter the marks of quotation, read Peabody's 
Lectures. . 

Page 21, on the first column, half way down, — 
should have been introduced a number of quo-. 
tatiors given in ‘‘ Willson’s Concessions of 
rinitarians” from Beausobre et L’Enfant, Dr. 
Wall, Dr. Campbell, Le Clerc, all giving “ the: 
wisdom of God,” “the reason of God,” “the 
divine intelligence” as the meaning of the Logos: 
Che quotations were copied, but accidentally 
not sent to the printer: on 

26 Page, second. column, first line ; instead 
of metomysing, read metonymi. 

59 Page, first column, third line ; instead of 
“otherwise,” it should be “ both ways.” 

72 Page, second column, in the tenth, twelfth” 
and seventeenth lines, instead of “text” read 


130 Page, first column, 20th line, for “calum- . 
“ee 
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Lee, Luther, 1800-1889. cn 
Discussion of the'doctrine of the trini | 


Lee, Luther, 1800-1889. 

& Discussion of the doctrine ot the 

4 trinity, between Luther Lee, Wesleyan 
minister, and Samuel Je May, Unitarian, 
ministere Reported by Lucius Ce 
Matlacke Syracuse, NeYe; Wesleyan Book 
Room, 1854-6 
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1e Trinity—Controversial literature 
| Ie May; Samuel Je (Samuel Joseph), 
iA AQrpe4 1797-1871 IIe Matlack, Lucius Ce, 
i A ) _feporter IIIe Title 
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